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SUMMARY

Introduction;

This study reports the second year of the three and one-half ysar
prekindergarten<kindergarten research project, the purpose of which
is to examine tha long range effects on success in school of person-
alized programming based on assessment of developmental needs of young
children. This report is concerned with both aspects of the study:
the Prekindergarten Field Test, First Year, invelving four-year-old
University City children in a well balanced prekindergarten program
with emphases on strengthening skills in which developmental lags
exists and the Przkindergarten Experiment, Second Year, a follow-up
of kindergarten children who had, the previous year, participated
in a prekindergarten program (Prekindergarten Experiment, First Year)
similar to the program just mentioned. These children attended many
different public, private, and parochial kindergartens with varied
program emphases, Teachers at both prekindergarten and kindergarten
levels in the University City public schools were given personalized
program recommendations based on the assessment of each child, Pre-
kindergarten teachers were assisted by teacher aides who worked with
individual or small groups of children in developmental skill improve-
ment. Kindergarten teachers had no such assistance.

Two hypotheses were tested:

l. Prekindergarten children who are provided with a personalized
program based on individual assessment of their developmental skills
will increase their intellectual abilities and will learn at a higher
level than children without this program,.

2. The same prekindergarten children will retain their acquired
superiority in later school years. o

This report summarizes significant pretest and posttest results
and posttest minus pretest growth of experimental children compared
with matched and unmatched control groups, and/or subgroups.

MethOdSQ
In the Prekindergarten Field Test, First Year, more than 200

four-year-old children representative of the local child population,
following administration of a battery of tests (16 variables), were

~ matched separately by sex for age, language quotient (L.J.), intelli-

gence quotient (I.Q.), and program need based on the level of skill
development (motor, auditory, visual, language, retention, weak intact,
strong intact) to provide equated groups and subgroups. The experi-

mental children were designated by chance, Complete data for 91 experi-

mentsl and 115 contrel children were available for analysis, Five




comparisons for pretest, posttest, and posttest minus pretest findings
were made separately by sex: ' :

- 1. Total experimental group with total control group, matched
for age, L,Qo’ and I.Q. - : .

‘ 2. Experimental with control subgroups matched for age, L.Q.,
‘ I.C., and program need. |

- o 3 Unmatched experimental and contrel subgroups.
ke Ummatched experimental subgroﬁpa.

g ;4‘ ~ Se An additional comparison was made between the Prekinder-
: e garten Field Test, First Year, and the Prekindergarten Experiment,
o -First Year (a similar study made in 1966-1567).

Univariste analyées of variance were used in the first four comparisons.

, In the Prekindergarten Experiment, Second Year, more than 200
representative kindergarten children who had participated in the 1966-1967
Prekindergarten Experiment, First Year, were again matched separately
by sex on pretests for age, language quotient (L.Q.), and intelligence
quotient (I.Q.) to comprise an experimentel and two control groups .
(children who attended nursery school, and those with no school exper-
jence)s Complete data were available for analysis on 80 experimental
children, €L control children with nursery school, and 60 control chil-
dren who had not attended nursery schoole The groups were compared
for pretest, posttest, and posttest minus pretest by means of multi-
variate and univariate analyses of variance to determine significance
of differences, |

Results and Findings.

Prekindergarten Field Test, First Year

- Total Experimental with Total Control Groups. On the pretests,
'no significant differences were found between the experimental and
control groups. Posttest results and posttest minus pretest growth
for the combined sexes showed significant differences ir 13 instances
in each analysis favoring experimental children. In no test variable

- did the control group surpass the experimental group significantly.

" Matched Experimental and Control Subgroups. Pretest findings -
. revealed only one instance in which one subgroup exceeded another sub-
| group at a significant level on one test variable. Combining the
‘ - figures for boys and girls, the posttest results showed that a total
of ten experimental subgroups surpassed control subgroups in nine

" ;'* instances; on posttest minus pretest growth a total of ten expéri-

i X

- mental subgroups exceeded control subgroups in seven instances, In .
no instance did control surpass experimental subgroups at a significant
level. ' ‘ o ; S .
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Unmatched Experimental and Control Subgroups. Subgroups of
experimental boys grew substantially more than subgroups of control
boys in a total of Ll instances, while control boys showed the more
substantial growth in only 13 instances. Subgroups of experimental
girls grew substantially more than subgroups of conirel girls in a
total of 72 instances, while control girls showed the more substantial
growth in only eight instances. Discussion of pretest and posttest
data, having no particular interest if considered separately, are not
included here,

Unmatched Experimental Subgroups. On pretests, the sirongest
experimental boys, in order, were strong intact, weak intact, and
visual subgroups. The order for girls was strong intact, weak intact,
language, and visual subgroups., Posttests for boys showed the order
to be strong intact, weak intact, and language subgroups; for girls
only the strong intact subgroup showed superiority over other sub-
groups of girls, When posttest minus pretest growth was considered,
boys showing the greatest gains, in order, were those in the language
and auditory subgroupss girls showing the greatest gains were in
language, motor, and weak intact subgroups.

Prekihdergarten Experiment, Second Year

No statistically significant differences were found among the
three groups (experimental, control with nursery school experience,
and control with no school experience) on pretests, posttests, or
posttest minus pretest results either in skill development or in
readiness for the first primary year, However, an examination of
mean scores showed many instances, especially among girls, in which
experimental children scored somewhat higher than those in the control

groups. | -

Conclusions. .

Findings from Phase I and Phase II of the study point up the
positive impact the developmental skills program has at the prekinder-
garten level, However, superiority of the experimental group at a
statistically significant level was not mairtained at the end of the
kindergarten year. During Phase III of this project, the effect of
the prekindergarten experience on success in school will be measured
for the first time as the children undertake the more formal demands
of reading and mathematics.
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INTRODUCTION

' This study reports the second year of the three and one-half year
prekindergarten~kindergarten research project, the purpose of which is
to examine the long range effects on suocess in school of personalised
programuing based on assessment of developmental needs of young children.

. The research has been divided into three annual phases:

Phase I =~ Prekindergarten Experiment, First Year
== Kindergarten Field Test, One Year

Phase II -~ Prekindergarten Experiment, Second Year
-~ Prekindargarten Field Test, First Year

Phase III -- Prekindergarten Experiment, Third Year
-= Prekindergarten Field Test, Second Year

The half-year following Phase III will focus on further study of data
from all three phases of the research for additional evidences of out-
comes of the program which have not previously been examined in detail.

Results from Phase I were reported for prekindergarten classes in
July 1967 (1) and kindergarten classes in December 1927 (2). Phase II,
the subject of this report, presents a replication of the first year's
project, incorporating program improvements and a more refined research
design growing out of previous experience (Prekindergarten Field Test,
First Year) and a follow-up study of Phase I children who have ;ust
completed kindergarten (Prekindergarten Experiment, Second Year). Both
aspects of Phase II made use, in part, of matched experimental and
control groups representative of the University City child population
and personaliged programs based on individual assessments of skills
development for each child,

Each of the four prekindergarten classes was in session for two
hours and forty-five minutes daily, five days a week, and was attended
by 25 children who were guided by a teacher assisted by two teacher
aides. The personaliszed programs emphasising five specific develop-
mental skills (motor, auditory, visual, language, retention) were
scheduled for a twenty-minute period each day. Children whose test
results showed no developmental lags participated in a twenty-minute
daily Piaget-oriented program designed to foster the development of
logical thinking. The remainder of the school day was focused on
activities of a typical well balanced prekindergarten program selected
to further social, emotional, physical, aesthetic, and cognitive growth.
The four classes were housed in the same building, two meeting in the
morning and two in the afternoon. In general, children with the same
program need attended the same class. In this report, seven spacific
experimental groups are identified by program need as follows: motor
(BM), auditory (EA), visual (EV), language (EL), retention (ER), weak

- performance with all skills intact (EW), strong performance with all

skills intact (EI).

-k -
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At the kindergarten level, the educational enviromment of the
children was no longer controlled. Children attended one of 26 oclasses
in the University City school district, programs in private and paro-
chial schools in the local area, or public school kindergartens in
nearby communities. An average of 25 children atiended each of the
classes in University City schools whioch met three hours daily, five
days a week, One teacher was responsible for each group, and no
teacher aides were assigned to work with the teacher. Programs varied,
in the publie, private, and parochial kindergartens, some emphasising
social growth, some developmental skills, and some academic skills,

Teachers at both the prekindergarten and kindergarten levels in
the University City schools were given personalized program recom-
mendations based on the assessment of sach child. In addition, each
teacher knew the level of functioning in all of the basic skills and
Just how much the child's performance varied from the average for
his age. It was the individual teacher's responsibility to plan the
daily activities for each child which would help strengthen severe
weaknesses, if they existed, and to extend skills already developed.

Research which directly relates to this study includes that of
Bloom (3) who pointed up the importance of the first six years of life
with the growth of intelligence, Hebb (L) who stressed the necessity of
early perceptual development in laying the groundwork for cognitive
development, Hunt (5) who highlighted the vital part experience plays
in the development of intelligence, and de Hirsch (6) who emphasized
the importance of identification of poor risk children in time to help
them,

Project Objectives Related to Research.

Among the several project objectives, the two concerned with the
present research are:

l, To foster increased intellectual development of prekinder-
garten and kindergarten children through a personalized program based
on assessments of each child's developmental skills,

2. To report statisiical data resulting from the study of compari-

sons of children who participated in the experimental prekindergarten
with matched groups of those who did not participate. :

Hypotheses.
Two hypotheses are to be tested during the three phases of the studys
l. Prekindergarten children who are provided with a personalized

program based on individual assessment of their developmental skills will

increase their intellectual abilities, and will learn at a higher level

than children without this program.
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2. The same prekindergarten children will retain their acquired
superiority through kindergarten and the first primary year,

This report suwmarises significant pretest and posttest results
and posttest minus pretest growth of experimental children compared
with matched and unmatched control groups and/or subgroups. Approxie
mately nine months elapsed between the pretest and posttest,




METHODS

The Prekindergarten Field Test, First Year employed a research
format modified from that of the previous year to permit comparisons
of subgroups based on program need, as well as a comparison of the :
total experimental and control groups. In the Prekindergarten Experi-
ment, Second Year, the same research design was used as in the first
study in order to provide comparable data. The major analyses in
each year of the Prekindergarten Experiment have been comparisons
among experimental children, control children attending a usual pri-
vate nursery school, and control children without school experience.
-In each study, children selected for experimental and control groups
represented all religious, ethnic, socio-economic, and abtility char-
acteristics of the child population of University City. Data for both
studies are based on raw scores, or L.Q. or I.Q. points. Each aspeot
of Phase II is presented separately. i

Prekindergarten Field Test, First Year
Instruments Used.

Six instruments providing 13 dependent and two control variables
were administered in this study. Three of these instruments are pub-
lished tests; the other three measures were devised and standardised -
locally, S

. , The following assessment instruments were used:

Beery: Developmental Test of Visual-Motor Integration (WMI) (7)
| I1linois Test of Psycholinguistic Abilities (ITPA) (8)
! _'Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test (PPVT) (9)
~Oross Motor Observations, Items 1-8 of the Total Motor Test
(To refine the instrument, the arms extension test,
Item 9, and ascending and descending steps, Items -
10 and 11, were eliminated.) (10, 11) *
*Three Dimensional Auditory Discrimination Test (12)
*Behavior Rating Scale (13)

- An additional variable, counting cdnaecutively from 1 to 101,
was introduced. | | ;

A desoripfion of the assessment battery and major skills measured
upon which individual assessments and personalized programming were
based appear in Appendix A.

*Devised and standardized locally.

-7- .
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Experimental and Control Groups.

In August 1967, more than 200 of 262 representative four-year-old
applicants were selected for participation in the present prekinder-
garten study. They were matched separately by sex on pretests for age,
language quotient (ITPA L.Q.), intelligence quotient (PPVT I.Q.),
and progran based on developmental need in one of seven areage~motor (M),
auditory (A), visual (V), language (L), retention (R), weak intact (W),
strong intact (I)e From these equated groups seven experimental (E)
and seven oontrol (C) subgroups were designated by chance (EM, EA, EV,
EL, ER, EW, EI3 CM, CA, CV, CL, CR, OW, CI). A number of withdrawals

. necessitated rematching on the same pretest control variables in

June 1968, Table 1 gives the number of children by sex and by major
program need for whom complets data were available in this study.

Table 1. Number of Children Studied
by Sex and Major Program Need

Program BOYS GIRLS

Need E C E C

Motor .5 8 8 8
Auditory 3 2 2 2
Visual 6 6 5 5
Language 7T |13 6 | 7
Retention 0 0 2 3
Weak Intact 15 9 9 113
'Strong Intact 9 |14 1 |25
TOTAL hs |52 u6 | 63

Methods of Analysis.

Age and the two control test variables (ITPA L,Q., PPVT I.Q.) and
raw scores of 1l dependent test variables were analyzed on the basis
of pretest, posttest, and posttest minus pretest differences in five
comparisons among groups and subgroups. A one-way ANOVA program which
provides chi square, univariate F and F prime tests, Duncan's New
Multiple Range Test, and two-sided t-tests was used throughout (1);).

T
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(The more severe MANOVA program (15), used in the Prekindergarten
Experiment, First Year, could not be adapted to these data as the
number of variables exceeded the number of observations in most of

the groups.) The comparisons, made separately for boys and girls,
weres

1, Total experimental group (E) with total contrel group (C),
matched for age, ITPA L.Q., and FPVT I.Q.

2. Experimental with control subgroups matched for age, ITPA L.Q.,
PPVT I,Q., and similar program need (EM with CM, EA with CA, etc.).

3. Unmatched experimental and control subgroups.

4. Umatched experimental subgroups. (Data for unmatched control
subgroup comparisons, being irrelevant to this study, were not examined,)

S. An additional comparison was made between the Prekindergarten

Field Test, First Year (Phase II) and the Prekindergarten Experiment,
First Year (Phase I).

Prekindergarten Experiment, Second Year

Instrmuents Used.

Six instruments providing 19 dependent and two control variables
were administered in this study. Four of these instruments are pub-
lished testss the other two measures were devised and standardized
100‘11y .

The following assessment instruments were used:

Beery: Developmental Test of Visual-Motor Integration (VMI) (7)
I1linois Test of Psycholinguistic Abilities (ITPA) (8)
JFeabody Picture Vocabulary Test (ppvT) (9)
*0ross Motor Observations, Items 1<8 of the Total Motor 'l‘est
(To refine the instrument, the arms extension test,
Item 9, and ascending and descending steps, Items
10 and 11, were eliminated.) (10, 11)
*Three Dimensional Auditory Discrimination Test (12)
Hetropolitan Readiness Tests, Form B (16)

A deseript:lon of the assessment battery and major skills measured
upon which individual assessments and personaliged pmgraming were
based appear in Appendix A.

*Devised and standardised locally.
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Experiasntal and Gonsre) Groups.

Upon initiating the program two years ago, more than 200 of the
277 representative four«year=old applicants were matched on pretests
for age, language quotient (ITPA L.Q.), and intelligence quotient
(PPVT I.Q.) to provide two equated groups. The experimental group
was designated by chance. Following posttesting in May 1967, the
control group with nursery school experience (Cn) and the control
group with no school experience (Co) were identified and were re-
matched with the experimental group (E) for research purposes., Because
of the withdrawal of some children from the local area, the three
groups (E, Cn, Co) were again rematched on the same pretest control
variables following the second posttesting in May 1968, Table 2 shows
the number of children for whom complete data were available for study.,

Table 2, Number of Children
Studied by Group and Sex

Group Boys Girls
Experimental (E) 39 hl
Control with nursery »

school experience (Cn) 30 3L
Control without school

experience (Co) 28 32

Total 97 107

Methods of Analysis.

Age, two control test variables, and 12 dependent test variables
were examined for pretest, posttest, and posttest minus pretest growth
among the experimental (E) and two control groups (Cn, Co). In addi-
tion, seven dependent variables from a single end-of-year test of readi-
ness for the first primary year for each of the three groups were com-
pared. The data were treated separately by sex. The statistical sig-
nificance of differences was determined by means of the MANOVA computer
program (15) which provided Wilk's lambda criteria, multivariate F
tests, univariate F tests, t-tests, and group means for each control
and dependent variable.

- -10 -




RESULTS AND FINDINGS

Findings are presented separately for the Prekindergarten Field
Test, First Year and the Prekindergarten Experiment, Second Year.

Prekindergarten Field Test, First Year

" Results of the five comparisons desoribed on page 9 are reported
separately.

Total rimental (E) with Total
ntro Groups.

In this analysis, the combined experimental and combined control
groups were compared separately by sex. Chi square tests and signifi-
cance of differences determined by univariate F and F prime tests for
each variable are reported in Appendix C. For variables in which
significances were found, further statistical data (Duncan's tests,
t-tests, and group meanss are provided in Appendix D,

. Pretest Findings. Differences between experimental and control
~ groups in each of the three control and 1Ly dependent variables were
" not significant, as determined by univariate F and F prime tests
(Appendix C-1). -Therefore, there was no need to review Duncan's
tests and t-tests.

Posttest Findings. Statistically significant differences favoring
the experimental groups were found in the posttest analyses. Experi-
mental boys surpassed control boys on seven variables; experimental
girls surpassed control girls on six variables. Table 3 shows the
aign%ficant variables in each instance. (See also Appendixes C-2,

D-1. '

Posttest Minus Pretest Findings. Statistically significant differ-
ences favoring the experimental groups were found in the posttest minus
pretest analyses. Age for boys was the only variable that favored the
. control group. This was due to early testing of three experimental
boys who were moving from the area. Experimental boys, however, sur-
passed control boys on five variables; experimental girls surpassed
control girls on eight variables, Table 4 shows which of the variables .
were significant in each instance. (See also Appendixes C-3, D-2.)

" Figure 1 illustrates posttest minus pretest growth graphically. For
each variable, growth is shown in L.Q., I.Q., or raw score points,
except age which is given in months. Posttest significant differences
‘are indicated by "S2"; posttest minus pretest significant differences
are indicated by "Sg"; and where both posttest and posttest minus pre-
test differences are significant, "S2g" is used. Differences which are
not significant are indicated by "ns."




Table 3. Significant Posttest Differences between
Total Experimental and Total Control Groups by Sex

BOYS l GIRLS

TeSe indicates raw score.

- Variable GroupoL Groups
Age ns ns
ITPA L.Q. E>C | E>C
PPVT 1.Q. ns E>C
Beery VMI r.s.” E>C | E>C
ITPA 1 r.s. ns ns
ITPA 2 ros. ns E>C
ITPA 3 r.s. ns ns
ITPA L res. E>C ns
ITPAS.r.s. "E>C E>C
ITPA 6 ros. ns ns
ITPA 7 rese E>C ns
ITPA 8 r.s. ns ns
ITPA 9l r.s.. ns ns

. Gross Motor Observations r.s; E>C E>C
Auditory Discrimination r.s. ns na.
Behavior Rating rese E>C ns

* Counting ‘ns ns
*
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Table b. Significant Posttest Minus | Pretest
Differences between Total Experimental and Total
~ Oontrol Groups by Sex
| l" 2| OIRLS
Variable . Grg\g): Oroupja_ |
~ Age ‘ | C>E | ns
ITPA LeQ. | E>C | E>C
PPVT I.Q. ~ ns E>C
Beery WMI 'r.s.' | | ns | E>C
ITPA"I rese | | ns ns
ITPA 2 ruse | ns ns
. ITPA 3 r.s. o ns | E>C
 IPA L res. : E>C | E»>C
ITPA 5 rese - E>C | E>cC
' I'rPA 6 res. - | ns  ns
ITPA 7 rese - E>C ns
ITP‘ABr.s.g | . ns ns
TTPA 9 rese | . ns 1> c
| Gross H&tcr Obn:ﬁ'ations TeSe | | B>C E>C
Auditory Diserininition TeSe | n'-"' ns |
Bﬁhavio:j Rat:lng r;s. _ | - ns na | |

¥res. indicates raw score.
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Age
ITPA
L.Q.

PPYT
I.Q.
Beery
ITPA

ITPA

ITPA

ITPA

ITPA

GEEE_‘]-'

BoYS

E 9,00 g

C ] . 9058 ' | -‘

E | 11.91 ‘S
2

E 5.8k

‘ ns
.C ‘2.§9‘|

E{ 3.1
| s2
c 2426
E 5.2L
: - ns
C[ 5h3 | |
El 2,82
. ns
E[ 5.02 |
- ~ ns
¢ [3.81]
E [ .22 |
S2
c 1.86 =£
E [ 6.9
o S2g

S2 - significant for posttest
Sg - significant for posttest-pretest
S2g - significant for both posttest and posttest-pretest

ns - not significant

-1 -

e e ot e 5 e e 8

GIRLS
E 9,13 *
: ns
C 941k
EL—.R.IL
s2
C 9'1025 —‘
E 8.10 \
s2
c 2,1k =£
J S —
¢ [ 2.3 =&
E .
X ns
c[L.00 ]
c[2ak ] -
E he21
T Sg
c
E [ L858
— Sp
¢ [l o
£ [_6.86
| S2g
cl Lha2 | =&

~ Figure 1. Growth Differences for the
- Total Experimental and Total Control Groups
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nerimental with Control Subgre
\ge, 1TPA LeQe, FF

In this analysis, only matched subgroups are compared: Motor

B with M), auditory (EA with CA), visual (EV with CV), 1 g
IL with CL)) retention (ER with CR), weak intact (B4 with GW), and
strong intact (EI with CI). The comparisens were made separately by
sex. Ohi square tests and significance of differsnces determined by
univariate F and F prime tests for each variable are provided in
Appendix E, For variables in which significances were found, further
statistical data (Duncan's tests, t-tests, and subgroup means) are
given in Appendix F,

Pretest Find_:lig « Only one statistically significant difference
was identified on the pretests. In this instance, EL boys excelled

CL boys in ITPA 3--Auditory-Vocal Association. No significant differ-
ences were found for girls. (See Appendixes E-1, F-1, F-2,)

Posttest Findings. Statistically significant differences favoring
experimnta, subgroups were identified in posttest analyses. Six sig-
nificant differences favored subgroups of experimental boys over matched
control boys on five test variables; four significant differences
favored subgroups of experimental girls over matched control girls on
four variables.. Data are given in Table 5. (See also Appendixes E-2,

F-3, F-l.)

Table 5. Significant Posttest Differences Among
Matched Experimental and Control Subgroups

BOYS GIRLS
VARIABLE SUBGROUPS SUBGROUPS
ITPA L.Q. EL > CL EI > CI
EIl » CI
Beery VMI M > M W > OW
ITPA S EL > CL EW > ON
ITPA 6 | EI > CI ---
Gross Motor | o
Observations EW > CW EM > CM

- 16 -




Posttest Minus Pretest Findings. Statistically significant differ-
ences favor experimen subgroups were found in posttest minus pre-
test growth analyses. Four differences were si gnificant favoring sub-
groups of experimental boys over matched control boys on three test
variables; six significant differences favored experimental girls sub-
groups over matched control girls on four variables. Dats are given
in Table 6, (See also Appendixes E-3, F=5, Fef,)

Table 6. Significant Posttest Minus
Pretest Differences Among Matched
Experimental and Control Subgroups

BOYS |  GIRLS
VARIARLE SUBGROUPS | SUBGROUPS
ITPA L.Q. EL * CL B > CM
BV > CW
ITPA 3 - - ™ CM
EL > CL
ITPA S EL > CL W > CW
" Gross Moter EL » CL EM > CM
Observations W > CW

Experimental with Control Subgroups
Not Matched for Program Need.

In this analysis, comparisons of experimental and control subgroups
having different program needs were made (EM with CA, EM with CV, ete.).
Boys and girls were compared separately. Chi square tests and sipnifi-
cance of differences determined by univariaic F and F prime tests for
each variable are provided in Appendix E. For variables in which sig-

nificant differences were found, further statistical data (Duncan's tests,
t-tests, and subgroup means) are given in Appendix F.

Pretest Findings. Significant differences arong the subgroups were
expected because of the composition of the groups, Four of the subgroups
(EI, CI, EW, CW) were each made up of children with no severe develop-
mental lags. The pretest results clearly showed the superiority of EI
and CI children and to a lesser degree that of the more average EW and
OW children. Twenty-seven significant differences were identified
favoring experimental boys subgroups over control boys; 26 significant
differences were identified favoring control boys. For girls, experi-

- mental subgroups surpassed control subgroupes in L0 instances; control

subgroups surpassed experimental subgroups in 36 instances. Detailed
data are provided in Table 7. A significant difference occurring on a
pretest but not on a posttest (marked with an asterisk) indicates loss
of pretest advantage. (See also Appendixes E-1, F-), F-2.)
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Table 7.  Significant Pretest Differences Among
Unmatched Experimental and Control Subgroups

ITPA L.Q.

'PPVT I.Q.

Beery VMI

ITPA 1

?_—
Boys
Oroups

g

Boys 0irls
Oroups . Oroups
E*C
cC 2 c-E
u’!' >
cI » EL*
cI > "
E-‘Cl Es>C
B > CL EI - CL
EI > CL EI - CW
C->E C> E
e ;M >
cI»m: cI »
ST
ns C> %
Y E“*
CI > EL
E>O E)c
EI > CM EI » CV
EI > CL 2I > CL
EI > oW
- C» B C> R
i O W [+ O .
cI»>E, | oI>gt
CI > EW
E> C E>C
EI>cd | EI-cv
C>»E C>E‘.
crsn: CI > EV'
CI > EW

*No significant difference on posttest indicates loss of pret?at advantage.
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Table 7. (continued)

Boys Boys T otrls
Variadble Groups i#ﬁﬂroupo
E~>C E>C
A A >
cv BL > M EL > O
II - CL, o> M R > M
EI > CR EI » CM ) AR |
EI > W EI> M
C>E C»E C»>E
[ BER Ml [ A L} . zev—m;
cI » BM* ol > EM oL ~ M
c1>zv: cI > M R > B
cI » EL o - B
cI - EM
ITPA 8 ns E>C ‘
EL » CM Bshavior E>C ns i
CEI » CL Rating 3 SO |
B o C>E
EI » CW > |
| T,
C»>E
> ™
l cI - EV,
CI > ER
|
ITPA 9 E>C E>C
| | o) S >
n EI > cL* EI » OM
, W > CL* EI > CR*
\ C>E ]
| s ot Total l E>C 27| E>C Lo
| CI » Ev'
i eI > FL* C-E 26| c>E 36
1 ,

*No significant difference on posttest indicates loss of pretest advantage.
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Posttest n_n_%%. In contrast to pretest findings, posttest
results showed a far larger number of statistically significant differ-
erces among test variables favoring the experimental subgroups. Differ-
ences which significantly favored boys experimental subgroups over the
contrel boys occurred in 38 instances, while control boys surpassed
experimental boys in only six instances. Significant differences
favoring girls experimental subgroups over control girls osourred in
73 instances, while control girls surpassed experimental girls in
only five instances. Table 8 gives the comparisons in detail, A
significant difference ocourring on a posttest but not on a pretest
(marked with an asterisk) indicates a substantial increase in posttest
performance. (See also Appendixes E-2, F-3, F-l.) |

Posttest Mimus Pretest Findings. Growth measured by posttest
minus pretest erences, out exception, favored the experimental
subgroups. Experimental boys showed significantly more growth than
control boys in 19 instances; experimental girls showed significantly
more growth than control girls in 25 instances. Table 9 gives the
comparisons in detail. (See also Appendixes E-3, P-5, F-6.)
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Table 8, Significant Posttest Differences among
Unmatohed Experimental and Control Subgroups

Boys Girls
Variadble J,L Groups Groups
ITPAL.Q. E>C E>C
> - B M
B> CL i > OV,
EI » CM B> M
EI » CV ™ > v
EI > CL B > CL
EI > ON EI’CH*
EI > CA
EI > CV
EI > CL
EI » CR
EI>CW
PPWI.Q. E»C E’C
ET*ﬁ*" M > CL
EI » CL Ei>CL*
EI M
EI>CV*
EI>CL*
BI >N
Besry VMI 'E>gu nz}qgﬁ
m.»m: Bd > OV,
EN > CM B > CL
EI > CM EI > CM
EI > CV EI’OV*
EI > CW EI » CL
EI > CR
: EI > OV
|
; > E
, >
ITPA 1 , E >
; ET.»Gl*
EI»CA*
EI » CV
EI > oW
~ C > E

-2l

Variable
ITPA 2

ITPA 3

ITPA |

ITPA S

ITPA 6

Boys Girls
Groups Oroups
ns E>C
S ar

EI » OV,

EI » CL

E>C E>C
> EL > (M
EI > oM EI»CA:
EI > CL EI > CV
EI > CL

EI > CW

ns E>C
~ ﬁ-:'w;
EA > CI

m-cv:

EI > CA,

EI > CV

C»E

o BT

T>C E>C
ﬂ»ﬂ:' ﬂ:>a“
EV > CL B > oM*
B > CL* B > cL*
EI > M EI > CM
EI > cv* EI » CV
EI > CL EI > CL
EI » CW EI > cWw*
E>C E>C
Elaa: m»ﬁ.
EI » CV EI > 01
EI » CL EI>,’G_1*
EI > W

¥No significant difference on pretest indicates a -aubotantial increase in posttest
performance. . ‘

o
e TSR TR TR
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Table 8. (continued)

Variable

Gross Motor | E>C E>C

Observa- @ EV > CH > oM '

tion . EL» QM EL > CM
| EL » CW B> M
. B> oM EI » O _
. EI » oM EI » CA_ o ' _
. EI> o EI > CV E~C 38| E>C 73
: _ EI’GL* Total | :

» CWY C>E 6 C>E 6§

|
4

*No a:lgnificant ditforenoe on pret.est 1ndieates a substantial increuo in posttest
perfomance. |
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. Table 9. Significant Posttest ‘Mimus Pretest Differences
among Urmetohed Experimental and Control Subgroups

Boys Boys
Variable Groups Variable
ITPA L.Q. E>C E»C E>C
B> ol > >
EV > CI ™ > CI B> CA
EL> M EL- M BI» CA
EL » CV EL > CW
EL » OW EL > CI
EL » CI B> CV Oross Motor E>C E>C
™ > CI > CI Observa- B> G 5 I
EI > CA tions ' EM > ON EM » CR
EM> CI EM > ON
: EL*(M' M > CI
Beery WML E>C ns -’ EL » CI | EL > CW .
B> M
ITPA 3 ns E>C i
EM > O ;
EL > (M
| EL » CW
s HL > CI
: ITPA § E>»C E>C
: EA > CL EL > OM |
- EA » CI - EL > OW |
l | EL > CV W > oM Total E>C 19! E>C 25
3 ! EL > CI B> CV _,
* ] BN » CI B4 > CI C>E O C>E O
! - : ‘

Significant differences fevoring experimentel and control groupe | o
- on the pretest, posttest, and posttest ninue pretest are summarized . ]
in ‘l‘eble 10.
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" Table 10, . Number of Significant Pretest, Posttest,
and Posttest Minus Pretest Differences in Test Variables
between Unmatched Experimental and Control Subgroups

, | | Bo¥s | GIRLS
| Tost E>C| C>E| B>C [ C~E

Pretest 27 | 26 | w | %
Posttest 38 é 73 5
. Posttest Minus Pretest 19 o 25 0

Among the posttest findings, the figures 38 and 73 do not necessarily
indicate the undisputed superiority of the experimental group over the
control group as this superiority may have beem reflected first on the
pretests. Table 11 provides a more accurate look at improvement, with
pretest superiority being taken into ‘consideration. '

Table 11, Number of Test Variables in which Experimental
and Control Subgroups Showed Substantial Improvement

Indioated Equality or
Superiority of Groups .
- Pretest 1 Posttest Boys Girls
 EXPERIMENTAL SUBGROUPS IMPROVED |
‘C» B E=¢C 26" 3t
E=C " EsC 18° 38°
C>E . E>C 0 -0
Total |k 72
© CONTROL SUBGROUPS IMPROVED -
E>C E=C ™ gt
E=C C>E 6 3°
E>C . C>E 0 0
~ Total 13 8

8Groups marked by an asteri‘sk?_ on Table 7;
,_ YGroups marked by an asterisk on Table 8.

R
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Briefly, significant improvement was shown by various subgroups
of experimental boys in a total of Ll instances, by experimental girls
in a total of 72 instances. Various control subgroups of boys improved
only in 13 instances, girls only in 8 instances.

Unmatched Experimental Subg_ oups.

In this analysis, cemparisons among unmatched experimental sub-
groups were made separately by sex (EM with EA, EM with EV, etc.),
resulting in a number of significant differences among subgroups.
Chi square tests and significance of differences determined by uni-
variate F and F prime tests are given in Appendix E, For variables
in which significant differences were found, further statistical
analyses (Duncan's tests, t-tests, and subgroup means) are provided
in Appendix F.

Pretest Findings. Three experimental subgroups of boys surpassed
five other experimental subgroups of boys in a total of 19 instances;
four experimental subgroups of girls surpassed five other experimental
subgroups of girls in a total of 33 instances. Table 12 provides
detailed comparisons. (See also Appendixes E-1, F-1, F-2,) A signifi-
cant difference occuring on a pretest but not on a posttest (marked
with an asterisk) indicates loss of pretest advantage., Table 13,
summariging these data, shows that boys in the strong intact subgroup
(EI) surpassed boys in the other subgroups a total of 13 times and
were not surpassed by any other subgroup. Girls in the strong intact
subgroup (EI) surpassed girls in the other subgroups a total of 28
times and zlso were not surpassed by any other subgroup. Girls in

.the EA subgroup neither surpassed nor were surpassed by girls in any

other subgroup. |

Posttest Findings. Boys in three experimental subgroups sur-
passed boys in five ﬁher experimental subgroups in 1l instances.

One subgroup of experimental girls (EI) surpassed girls in five other
experimental subgroups in 15 instances. As on the pretests, girls in
the EA subgroup neither surpassed nor were surpassed by girls in any
other group. . ~

Table 1k provides detailed comparisons. (Sees also Appendixes
E-2, F-3, F-li.) A significant difference occurring on a posttest
but not on a pretest (marked by an asterisk) indicates a substantiel
increase in posttest performance. A summary in Table 15 shows that
only EI boys were unsurpassed by other subgroups. Experimental sub-
groups of boys most often surpassed by boys in other subgroups begin-
ning with the subgroup most often surpassed were Em-k, EA-3, EW-2,
EV-1, EL-1, EFEA and EI girls were unsurpassed by girls in other sub-
groups. Experimental subgroups of girls most often surpassed by

girls in other subgroups were EM-7, EV-L, EL-2, ER-1, EW-l.
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Variable

ITPA L.Q.

PPVT I.Q.

Beery VMI

ITPA 2

ITPA 3

ITPA S

ITPA 6

ITPA 7

ITPA 8

Table lé. Significant Pretest Differences
among Unmatohed Experimental Subgroups

Boys
Groups

B > DAy
B> IL
II » IV,
Il » EL
I -

ns

v ¥ V¥ ¥

EI

Girls
Groups

I > B
II » EV,

El » IL*
EI » W

EI > EM
EI > EV

ET

EI
EI

EI > EL¥

EI » EM*

BRE
BgEE

EX
Bl
El

=1
<

Yy vV V.. v

-]

Variable

ITPA 9

| Oross Motor

Observa-
tions

Behavior
Rating

Boys
Croups

> n*

Girls
- Groups

II > IM
'zr-!:v:
El >.Eh*
Bl » IR

EV

EX
El

=
HEREE

-*No'éignificant differancevon péattést,indicqtes loss of pretest advantage.
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Table 13, Number of Significant Pretest Diffsrences
among Unmatched Experimental Subgroups

- Superier Suipwp Surpassed by Other Experimental Subgroup
e [ o]
. BOYS
— T T T =TT
EA > | 0
I , .
EL > | 0
ER > No boys 80 classified mmp—i—t— )
Bl > 1 1 1 2 L
EI > 3 1 2 | 51 4 3 13
Total 5 | 2 2 11 - | 3| o 19
GIRLS
- 0
FA > 0
| EV > 1 1
;o> 1 1
ER > | 0
B > 1 1 | 3
EI » 9 6| 81 3 | 2 28
Total 12 0 7 9 3 2 0 33
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Table 1. Significant Posttest Differsnces
among Unmatched Experimental Subgroups

I

Variable Groups

ITPA L.Q.

Beery WI

ITPA 1

ITPA 3

ITPA 6

ITPA 7

ITPA 8

ITPA 9

Boys Girls Boys Girls
Groups Variable Groups Croups
EI > BN K> M Gross Motor
EI » BV Observa-
tions ns EI » M
ns EI» M , .
EI » BV [ Auditory EL » BM¥ ns
EI » ER Disorim. EL > EA*
B > EM?
. B4 > EAY
ns EI » BW Ei > EM*
EI > EA®
ns EI » IM
EI » EV
EI > EM ns
El > Ev*
EI » EL
EI > EW
ns EI - ™
EI > EL
ns EI > EM
El » EV*
EI > EL
ns EI > M

*No significant difference on prétest indicates a substantial increase on
posttest performance. : ' L
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Table 15. Number of Significant Posttest Differences
" among Unmatohed Experimental Subgroups

Superior Subgroup Surpassed by Other Experimental Subgroup
Subgroup ) | EA EV EL | ER B EI Total

_——

BOYS

: 1 B
T

’ l
>

N O O O




Posttest Minus Pretest Findings. Boys in two experimental sub-
groups (EA, ¥L) showed oIgn!HunﬁE greater growth than boys in three
other subgroups (M, W, EI) in five instances, 0irls in three ex-
perimental subgroups (EM, EL, EW) showed significantly greater growth
than girls in subgroups W, EI in seven instances, Table 16 shows
the tests and subgroups in which significant differences were found
in posttest minus pretest analyses. Table 17 indicates which sudb-
gr.gugl surpassed other subgroups. (See also Appendixes E-3, F=5,

[ ]

Table 16, Test Variables Showing Significant
Posttest Minus Pretest Differences among
Umatched Experimental Subgroups

—

Boys Girls
Variable Groups Groups
ITPA L.Q. EA >~ EW EL > EI
EA > EI
EL > EM
EL > EWN
EL > EI
ITPA 3 ns EM > EI
EL > EW
EL > EI
ITPA § ns EN » EI
Gross Motor
Observations ns EM > EW
M » EI
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Table 17. Number of Significant Posttest Minus Pretest
Differences among Unmatched Experimental Subgroups

Subgroup surpassed by Other Experimental Subgroup

gmo:; ESEAEREREERE “Total
BOYS —
> ] % 0 |
EA > 1 1 2
EV > 0
0 > 1 . 1 1 3
ER > No boys so chQsiﬁ.ed St - |
B > 0 |
E > l 0
| Total 1 | o off of - | 2] 2 5
| GIRLS
| ) > 1l 2 3
R o> 0
_ H > 1 | 2 3
! R > °
3 B o> 1 1
- EI > 0 ‘
Total o| o] ol o o | 2| s 7 ]




Findings of Phase II of the study are similar to those of Phase I
as shown by the results of the posttest and the posttest minus pretest
comparisons of experimental and control groups for boys and girls in
both completed phases of the study.

Posttest Phase I and Phase II Comparison for Boys. Posttest
findings for boys, reported in Table %E, showed a statistically
significant difference favoring the experimentel group on five vari-
ables in both phases. Of these, there were two measures of cognition
(ITPA L.Q. and ITPA li), one measure of visual skill (Beery VMI??
one measure of expression (ITPA 5), and one measure of motor skill
(Phase I: Total Motor Test; Phase II: Gross Motor Observations),

One significant difference favoring a control group occurred in

Phase I in a measure of retention (ITPA 8), No significant differ-
ence in favor of the control group occurred in Phase II on posttests,
All variables which were significant for experimental boys during
Phase I were also significant in Phase II, However, two additional
variables were significant in Phase II which were not significant in
Phase I. One is a measure of language (ITPA 7), and the other is

an assessment of behavior (Behavior Rating Scale). (Behavior was not
studied in Phase I.) Thus, in a total of seven variables, differences
significantly favored experimenta! boys in Phase II compared with five
significant differences in Phase I. The only variable significantly
favoring control boys appeared in Phase I results,

Posttest Phase I and Phase II Comparison for Girls. The posttest
findings in Table 18 showed a significant difference in three vari-
ables favoring the experimental group in both phases: one measure of
visual skill %Beery VMI), one measure of expression (ITPA 5), and one
measure of motor skill (Phase I: Total Motor Test; Phase II: Gross
Motor Observations), Every variable which significantly favored the
experimental group in Phase I was also significantly in favor of the
experimental group in Phase II; however, three additional variables
reached a level of significance on the Phase II posttest: two measures
of cognition (ITPA L.Q., PPVT I.Q.), and a second measure of visual
skill (ITPA 2). Thus, in 2 total of six variables, differences
significantly favored the experimental girls on posttests in Phase II
== twice as many as were significant in Phase I, No significant
differences appeared in either Phase I or Phase II posttests favoring
the control groups.
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Table 18, Posttest Oomparisons Between Experimental (E) and
Control (Cn, Oo) Oroups in Phase I and Phase II

Variable

Age
ITPA L.Q.

PPVT I.Q.
Béory WMI

ITPA 1 |
ITPA 2
ITPA 3
IrPA

ITPA §

ITPA 6

ITPA 7

ITPA 8
ITPA 9

Total Gi'oss
Motor Motor

Auditory Discrimiration |
- Behavior Rating
Counting |

: i;a - not _aigniﬁcmt | S - |
~ 2cn - Control group with nursery school experience '
| ~3co‘ - Control: group ’w.lthm_xt school experience

.33
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Posttest Minus Pretest Phase I and Phase II ison for Boys.
Three variables in which significant differences gavorea the expeg-
mental group of btoys in Phase I also favored experimental boys in
Phase II as shown in Table 19, Two of them were measures of cogni-
tion (ITPA L.Q. and ITPA L) and one was & measure of expression
(ITPA 5)s One motor expressive measure (ITPA 6) for experimental
boys was significant in Phase I but was not significant in Phase II.
A language measure (ITPA 7) and a messure of motor skills (Phase I3
Total Motor Tests Phase Il: Gross Motor Observations) showed signi-
ficant differences favoring experimental boys in Phase II but not
in Phase I. Thus, a total of five variables significantly favored
experimental boys in Phase II as compared with four variables in
Phase I, No significant differences favored control boys in Phase I,
and the only significant difference favoring control boys in Phase II
was age, this difference resulting from early testing of three experi-
mental boys who were moving from the area.

| Posttest Minus Pretest Phase I and Phase II Comparison for Girls.
. Six variables in which differences significantly favored the experi-

mental group of girls in Phase I also favored experimental girls in
Phase II., Of the six, two were measures of cognition (ITPA L.Q.,

PPVT I.Q.), and the others were: one measure of visual skill (Beery ViI),
one measure of expression (ITPA 5), one measure of retention (ITPA 9),
and one measure of motor skill (Phase It Total Motor Testy Phase II:
Gross Motor Observations). Two variables, one a measure of auditory
comprehension (ITPA 1) and the other a measure of motor expression

(ITPA 6), showed significant differences in Phase I, but not in Phase II.
Two measures of cognition (ITPA 3, ITPA L) showed a significant differ-
ence in Phase II, btut not in Phase I. Thus, a total of eight variables
favored the experimental group for each phase at a statistically
significant level. The control group of girls showed no sipgnificant
differences on posttest minus pretest results for either phase of the
study. '
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Table 19, Posttest minus Pretest
Between Experimental (E) and Control (Cn, Co)
- QGroups in Phase I and Phase II
BOYS GIRLS ~
Variable Phase I Phase II
Age | nll ns
TTPA L.Q. z > 0o? E-C
PPVT I.Q. ns E>C
Beery VMI ns E>C
ITPA 1 ns i i ns
ITPA 2 ns ns
ITPA 3 ns E>C
ITPA E > Co E>C
ITPA S E »Cn3 E>C
o E >Co
ITPA 6 E >Cn ns
» E > Co |
ITPA 7 ns ns
ITPA 8 ns - ns
" ITPA 9 ns E>C
, ‘Totall Gross | .
Motor/ Motor ns E>C
| . Auditory Dis crimination ns ns
Behavior Rating ~e ns |
Counting - ns

lns « not significant

2Co - Control group without school experience

3cn - Control group with nursery school experience

*Significant only when computing each class separately (Em, Ea, Ev, E1)
with total groups E, Cn, Coe o
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Prekindergarten Experiment, Second Year

Data from pretests, posttests, posttests minus pretests, and the
end-of-year readiness tests of the experimental (E) and two control
(Cn, Co gagroups were compared separately by sex. In each instance,
the Wilk's lambda oriterion indicated no statistically significant
difference among any of the groups. Therefore, any differences among
test variables, if found, would be likely to be significant only by
chance, The data are reported in Table 20,

Teble 20. Wilk's Lambda Criteria and
Univariate F Tests of Significance Sex

Wilk's
Lambda Signi- | Univariate Signi-
Variable Criterion | ficance F Test ficance

BOYS

PRETEST
Age, 7 control,
12 dependent variables 616 ns .088 to 994 ns

POSTTEST
Age, 2 control, '
13 dependent variables | «209 .n8 0223 to 977 ns

ITPA 1 | 027 | sige®

POSTTEST MINUS PRETEST
Age, 2 control, |
12 dependent variables oTl3 ns 0162 to 973 | ns

READINESS 4
7 dependent variables o777 ns «298 to 783 - ns

GIRLS

PRETEST
Age, 2 contrel, ‘
12 dependent variables 0993 ns «118 to .,990 ns

POSTTEST .
Age, Z control, S | o
13 dependent variables 63k ns’ o063 to 902 ns

POSTTEST MINUS PRETEST
Age, 2 control, - g
12 dependent variables o521 ns s06h to 999 | ns

, ITPA S S o0l7 ] sig* |

- READINESS - | | 1 -
7 dependent variables | 619 | ns o3l to 935 | ns
Copying Test | R ! | ste®

*Probable chance significance.
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Although of no scientific interest, the pretest, posttest, post-
test minus pretest, and readiness test means were examined to determine
the number of times the means of each group excelled one or both of

the other groups. Complete data are given in Appendix G. Table 21
summarizes these figures.

Table 21. 'Froquency in which the Mean Scores of Each
Group Excelled One or Both Remaining Groups

E>Ch| E>Co| Cn>E|Ch>Co)| Co»E |Co > Cn

f BOYS

1 Pretest 7 12 | 6 10 I
f Posttest 9 10 I 10 1 3
l Posttest Minus

‘ Pretest 9 5 L 5 8 9
l i Readiness 3 7 L g 0 2
. | |
l i GIRLS

| |

. | Pretest 8 g 5 ! g 8 8
Posttest | 1 0 | 2 S 7
I Posttest Minus

L Pretest 10 9 3 -6 in 5
l Readiness 6 5 1 S 2 |
2 |

3 [

j |

[




'j e B ns o M R P N AT S A b s 2 N (S S e L e

CONCLUSIONS

Results of the second year of the study at the prekindergarten
level show that children who participated in the experimental classes
made significantly greater gains on nine measures of development than
the control group. OGeins made by the control group were in no instance
significantly greater than gains made by the experimental group.
Experimentsl boys showed significantly more growth in measures of
cognition, language, and motor skills, Experimental girls surpassed
control girls in all measures of cognition, and in one measure of
visual skill, language, retention, and motor skills.

The effectiveness of the program also seems apparent whern
‘experimental and control groups are compared for highest obtained
scores. For boys the program appeared to have a positive effect
upon visual skills, language skills, motor skills, cognition and
behavior, as they scored significantly higher than the control boys.
Experimental girls scored higher than control girls in visual skills,
language, motor skills, and cognition. (In each of the thirty-two
comparisons made, the experimental group scored higher than the control

~ group, with one exception, auditory discrimination, on which the ex-
perimental and control boys were equal. Thirteen of these comparisons
were statistically significant.)

| ) Experimental subgroups of boys with specific program needs when

compared with control subgroups of boys scored higher on measures of
visuel skills, language skills, motor skills, and cognition. Experi.
mental subgroups of girls with specific program needs scored higher
than control groups of girls on measures of visual skills, language
skills, and cognition. In growth, the language program seemed to
‘have made the greatest impact in the target area for boys, while the
motor and cognition programs had a greater influence upon the girls
in the area specifically programmed.

A kbt s Rkt 2ipas  mmn e o

II ' 1 A ‘In general, the findings again showed that experimental subgroups

3 f of children who seemed least competent on a particular measure on the

- initial assessment made the most gain during the year on that specific
measure. This finding points up the importance of early identification
of specific developmental needs and the matching of teaching methods
to the child's developmental level for optimal progress. '

l' Experimental subgroups of prekindergarten children also made - .

E . significant gains in areas not specifically programmed. This may . o
i . - have resulted from the impact of the total program or it might be - 3 1
‘Il o that strengthening one developmental skill influences performance 1
L in other skill areas and in the area of cognition. | |

- 38 -
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Findings from the prekindergarten studies in both years are very
similar, as the programs of each year seemed to have improved language,
motor skills, and cognition for boys and visual skills, language,
motor skills and cognition for girls., In both years, the girls seemed
to profit more than boys from the program., However, in Phase II more
variables measuring cognition reached a significant level for the
experimental group. Also, more variables significantly favored Fhase Il
experimental boys than Phase I experimental boys.

At the end of the kindergarten year, the differences between the

-experimontal and control groups found in the prekindergarten year were

not maintsined at a significant level of confidence. This would tend
to support findings summarized by Hess and Bear (17) of Kirk-1958,
Gray and Klaus-1965, Deutch-1565, and Weikart-196L, that the control

_groups tend to gain once they are exposed to stimulating school exper-

jences. However, all incoming University City kirndergarten children
were given a screening battery of assessment tests and program recom-
mendations which were reported to all teachers for use in planning
for each child., Control children with specific developmental lags
being identified by this traditional screen may also have influenced
the results at the kindergarten level.

Findings for Phase II again, as in Phase I, support, in part,
the first hypothesis that prekindergarten children who are provided
with a personalized program based on individual assessment of their
developmental skills will increase their intellectual abilities, and
will learn at a higher level than children without this program,

indings for Phase II did not support the second hypothesis that
the same prekindergarten children will retain their superiority through
kindergarten. .

Will the developmental skills prekindergarten experience have
any positive effect on later success in school? This is a question
which will have to wait until Phase III of the study is completed
and the experimental and control children will have experienced more
formal kinds of learning.

-39 -
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Table A=1, Description of the Assessment Battery and
Major Skill Measured by Each Test

DESCRIPTION OF ASSESSMENT BATTERY

able (M A |V IL IR | tion

ILLINOIS TEST OF PSYCHOLINGUISTIC ABILITIES (ITPA). |
ArD ompos gore derive
| ronolog cal age and total standard score. c2 x

pmmu! PIO‘I'URE VOCABULARY TEST, I. E. The ability
| ca e meaning of a spoken word by

du:lgnating one of four pictures.

Ca

BEERY: DEVELOPMENTAL TEST OF VISUAL-MOTOR INTEGRA- - ‘
TION (VMI)., The perception of and ability to a o
rep-oduce simple geometric forms, . D x ’ =

ITPA DECODING TESTS. Understanding the meaning of § . S
words and symbtols. ) A

° Test 1. Auditory Decoding. The ability to
comprehend the spoken word.

Examplet Do airplanes fly? Yes, No
Do bicycles drink? TYes, No

‘Test 2, Visual Decoding. The ability to compre- :
hend pictures. ‘ - D

Example: Picture of shoe - Find another
(different) shoe.’

. ——— . ¢ s bt s & @ £ e @

DD U O —

ITPA ASSOCIATION TESTS. Relating visual or suditory ' ' o
symbols (ideas) in meaningful ways. 7 i '

Test 3. Auditory-Vocel Association. The ability .
to relate spoken words in a meaningful way. , D

- ————— -

Examplet I sit on chair - I sleep on . *
Coffee is bitter - Sugar is .

Test L. Visual-Motor Association. The ability : ‘
to relate meaningfully visual symbols. D

Example: Sock goes with shoe, cup goes with
!Eoon. ‘

an-motor, A-guditory, V-visual, L-language, R-retention. . '
2C- Control variable 3

3p- Dependent variable

{ TS

ety
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Table A-l." (o‘ontinue‘d)'

DESCRIPTION OF ASSESSMENT BATTERY

ITPA ENCODING TESTS.
geszures.

Test E, Vooal n\oodin!. The ability to express
as in spoken words.

Example: Tell all about a - - - Ball, chalk,
block, celluloid.

Putting ideas into words and

Test 6. Motor Encoding. The ability to express |
one's ideas in gestures.

Example: Gun - point, pull trigger.
Telephone - dial, put to ear.

ITPA AUTOMATIC TESTS. Handling syntactical and
inflectional aspects of language without
conscious effort,

Test 7. Auditory-Vocal Automatic Test. The
ability to anticipate what will be said
~ based on what has already been said.

Example: Here is a bed, here are two beds.

ITPA SEQUENCING TESTS. Reproducing a sequence of
symbols.

Test 8. Auditory-Vocal Se_gtzendigg. The ability
to repeat a sequence of symbols previously
heard. :

Example:. ‘Repeating 2 to 8 digits.

Test 9, Visual-Motor Sequencing. The ability
to reproduce a sequence of symbols previously
seen.

Major
Developmental
VI.!'i 3#11?—»““-
able}n AIVIL’IR tion
B B
I

D | X
i i
IR
’ P ,
b %
D x ; ‘ ’
= |
b
P
!
D , X
|
SR
; }
; {
N
.
o
D, . |
i
|
D | |
-




' Table A=l, (continued)

ag— Se—— p— ——
j Major
Developmental
. » . Skill
DESCRIPTION OF ASSESSMENT BATTERY Vari- . Cogni-
' able | M VILI|R | tion
GROSS MOTOR O VATIONS, Items 1-8. Body eontrol ! ;
an ance. D x % !
! 1
Ability to jump on each foot, jump in one |
position, skip, and walk a balance beam | !
forward and backward. L
THREE-DIMENSIONAL AUDITORY DISCRIMINATION TEST.* g »
Using toy objects. D x 5
.‘Exlmple: This is mouse; this is house, ; ?
Give me house. | !
COUNTING. Ability to count consecutively from ? i
—1 %o 101. D | x |
]
. |
BEHAVIOR RATING.” Examiner's subjective estimate % INTRA-
of child's reactions, D | INTERPERSONAL
' RELATIONS
'METROPOLITAN READINESS TESTS, FORM B. Readiness
Tor the Iirst primary year.
Exemple: Tests include: 1. Word Meanings;
2. Listening; 3. Matching;
ko Alphabet; S. Numbers;
6. Copyings 7. Composite Score. D READINESS

*Instrument and norms derived locally.
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APPENDIX B

ITPA Standard Deviations (S.D,) and
Language Quotients (L.G.)
Extrapolated above the Published Norms

The authors of the Illinois Tests of Psycho-
linguistic Abilities (ITPA) published standard scores
from approximately 3,00 to +3.00 and language age
scores (L.A.) for the total test from two years,
six months to nine years, four months. Standard
scores are referred to as standard deviations (S.D.),
in this report. Higher standard deviations (S.D,)
and language quotients (L.Q.) may be determined from
Table B-1 which was extrapolated from data in Table D

of the examiners Manual (8), using a standard devia-

tion of approximately 16 L.J. points.

- L7 -
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Table B-l,

ITPA Standard Deviatiens (S.D.) and Language Quotients (L.C.)

 Extrapolated above the Published Norms

171 | LelO
170 | L.0S
169 | L.0OO
168 | 3.96
167 3.92
166 | 3.87
165 | 3.83
16h | 3.78
163 | 3.7k
162 3.69
161 | 3.65
160 | 3.60
159 | 3.56
158 3.51
157 3el47
156 | 3.h2
155 | 3.38
15k | 3.33
153 3.29
152 | 3.2k
151 3,20
150 | 3.15
149 3.11
148 | 3.06
147 | 3.02
146 2,97

3-9=0 ly=3=0
to - to
| Raw h-2-31 Raw L=8-31
Score| S. D. L. Qo Score S.D. L. Qo
201 201 | S.ch| 181
200 200 | L.99| 180
199 199 | LS4} 179
198 198 | L.89| 178
197 197 L4.85| 178
196 196 | Le8O| 177
195 195 | L.75] 176
194 194 | Le.70| 175
193 193 | Le66| 175
192 192 he61]| 17k
191 | 5,00 | 180 191 he56! 173
190 | L.95 | 179 190 | hLeSL| 172
189 | Lo91 | 179 189 | L.k6} 171
188 | 4.86 | 178 188 hei2] 1T1
187 | Le.82 | 177 187 | L.37{ 170
186 | L.77 | 176 186 | L.32]| 169
185 | L.72 | 176 . 185 | L.27| 168
18 | L.68 | 175 18L he22| 168
183 | L6k | 17k 183 | L.18] 167
182 | 459 | 173 182 | L.13| 166
181 | L.55 | 173 181 | L.OB| 165
180 | L.SO | 172 180 | L.031 16k
179 | hek6 | 171 179 3.99] 164
178 | Lobl | 171 178 3,94 163
177 | Le37 | 170 177 | 3.89| 162
176 | Le32 | 169 176 3.84] 161
175 | Le28 | 168 175 3,79 161
17h | k.23 | 168 17h 3.75| 160
N

See naxt'pagé.

" This Table is based on a standard deviation of approximately 16 L.Q. points;




_.(Table B-1_oentizued)

~ 90 || | Le=9-0 S=3<0 | EDT
- to to to to
Raw S-2-31 |l oo Sege3l Sefu3l Se8e31

Soore SeDe LeQ. ||Score | S.Ds L.Q. Seore | S.D. L.Q. || Score | S.D. Le Qo

20k | L.8S| 178 | 2kO 204 | 3.k7 | 156 || 2uO | 5.03 ' 180

203 be79 | 177 239 | 203 | 3.43 155 239 | L.99 | 180
202 | Le7h| 176 || 238 202 | 3,38 | 1Sk || 238 | L9k | 179
201 | Le69| 175 || 237 | 201 | 3.,34 | 15k | 237 | L.90 | 178
200 | hL.63| 174 || 236 § 200 | 3.30 | 153 || 236 | L.86 | 178
199 | Le58| 173 |l 235 B 199 |3.25 | 152 || 235 | L.81 | 177
198 | L.52| 172 || 23k ] 198 |3.20 | 151 || 23h | e77 | 176
197 | hek7 | 172 || 233 | B 197 13.17 | 151 || 233 | ke73 | 176
196 | kel | 171 || 232 196 |3.12 | 150 || 232 ‘| k.68 | 175
195 | Le36| 170 || 231 195 |3.08 | 149 || 231 | L.éL | 174
194 | k.30 169 || 230 194 | 3.0k | 149 || 230 | ke60 | 17k
193 | k.25 168 || 229 » 193 [ 2,99 | 148 || 229 | heSS | 173
192 | Leo19{ 167 || 228 E 192 | 2,95 | 147 || 228 | k.51 | 172
191 | hkoak| 166 | 227 191 227 | hoh7 | 172
190 | ke09; 165 || 226 190 226 | hok2 | 1TX

189 | 4.03{ 16k || 225 | 189 |l 225 | Lke38 | 170
| 188 | 3.98| 164 || 22k | 188 |l 224 | ke3u | 170
. 187 | 3.92{ 163 | 223 | 187 223 | he29 | 169
186 | 3.87| 162 | 222 i 186 | 222 | k.25 | 168
185 | 3.81 161 | 221 1 185 221 | k.21 | 167
. 18h | 3,761 160 I 220 | | 161, | 220 | ho16 | 167
183 | 3.70] 159 || 219 i 183 219 | k12 | 166
. 182 | 3.65| 158 || 218 | 182 218 | Le0B | 165
'i 161 | 3.59] 157 || 217 | 161 217 | L.03 | 16k
- 180 | 3.5h| 157 || 216 | 180 216 | 3.99 | 164
179 | 3.49| 156 || 215 {179 |l 215 ! 3.95 | 163
. 178 | 3.43| 155 || 21k | 178 21k | 3.90 | 162
; 177 | 3.38| 154 }. 213 | R 177 213 | 3.86 | 162
176 | 3.32| 153 || 212 | | 176 212 | 3.82 | 161
. 175 | 3.27( 152 | an1 1 175 211 ! 3,77 | 160
| 17k | 3.21| 151 [ 220 [ | 174 210 | 3.73 | 160
173 | 36 151 || 209 g | 209 | 3.69 | 159
172 | 3,10| 150 | 208 | 172 | || 208 | 3.6k | 158
. 171 | 3.05| k9 || 207 | 5.61 | 180 17 | 207 | 3.60 | 158
170 | 2,99 | 148 || 206 | k.96 | 179 R 170 |- | |1 206 | 3.56 [ 157

169 | 2,94 | 17 || 205 | ke9o | 178 § 169 | . 205 | 3.51 | 156

© This Table is based on a standard deviation of approximately 16 L.C. peints.
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Table C-1.

Chi Square, Univari.ce F, and

Univariate F Prime Tests of Pretest Differences

for the Total L‘_xFerimenul and Total Control Groups by Sex
BOYS GIRLS
hi ‘ Univariate Univariate
‘Variasble Square | F . pr* F Fi¥
Age ns ns ns
ITPA L.Q. - ns | ns | ns
PPVT I.Q. ns | ns | ns
Beery VMI r.s. ns ns | ns
ITPA 1 .r.a. ns | ns ns
ITPA 2 rese ns ns ns
ITPA 3 re8. > «05 | ns ns
ITPA b re®e ns | ns ns
ITPA 5 rese ns ‘ ns j ng |
ITPA 6 res. ns 3 ns e ns ‘
ITPA 7 rese ns | ne ; ns
ITPA 8 res. > ¢05 ‘1 ns ns
ITPA_ 9 rese ns ‘ ns ns
Gross Motor Observa- |
tions res. ns : " ns ns
Auditory Discrim. res. > o02 | ns ‘ns
Behavior Rating res. - ns ns - ns
Counting | ns ns ns

*If the Chi Square test is significant, the F Prime test is used.

;.50.,‘.




Table C-2, Chi Square, Univariate F, and
Univariate F Prime Tests of Posttest Differences
for the Total Experimental and Total Control Oroups by Sex

| BOYS GIRLS

. i ,
| Univariste | Univariate
ond .
Variable Square: F ¥ — U

., | . Age ns ne ] ns ne
ITPA L.Q. ns > +005 ns >,005

R

PPVT 1.Qo ns | ns > 01 > .05
Beery VMI r.s. >4 02 I >,086 § ns | >.01

ITPA 1 re.s. ns : ns ! ns ns
ITPA 2 r.s. ' ns ! ns ns > 0005

ITPA 3 'r.a. | 'na ns ns ns

1 ITPA L res. | | ns > 025 ns | ns

ITPA 5 reSe | ns > .005 ns > 005

i ITPA 6 res. ns - ns ns | ns |
| ITPA 7 rede > 401 > ,025 ns | ns

R ._ITPA 8 res. |. ns - ns | ne ns
ITPA 9 r_.@. o - > «05 : i ns >.,01 ! : " ns

Gross Motor Observa- | . |
tions r.s. - ns > ooos ’ > o001 . > ooos

Auditory Discrim. i;,s. ns ns | - 'ns ns

i Behavior Rating r.s. >00L ! | >405 ns | . ns
, - Counting S , B8 R "N . " ns | n®

*If the Chi Square test ir significant, the F Prime test is used. -
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Table C=3., Chi Square, Univariate F, and
Univariate F Prime Tests of Posttest Minus Pretest Differences
for the Total Experimental and Totsl Control Uiroups by Sex

BOYS GIRLS
Univariate | Uriivariate
Ond . | O »
Variable Square ) 3 ) Sqrare | F )
— +
Age ; > 401 >405 ns | ns
ITPA L.Q. | ns > +005 | e > o005
PPVT I.Q. E >e05 | ; ns n8 > #0085 |
Beery VMI r.s. | ‘ ns | ns f as L >e01 ’
ITPA 1 r.s. | ns ns 'v:ns ns |
ITPA 2 r.s. " ns ns | ns . ns |
ITPA 3 r.s. ns ns ns 1 > +005 ‘
ITPA i res. ns | > <05 ns > o05 i
ITPA 5 res. ns ‘ > +005 ns : > «025 5
ITPA 6 r.s. ns ns ! ns ns 5
ITPA 7 ros. ns > .05 2 ns ns :
ITPA 8 r.s. ns ns l ns |, ns t
ITPA 9 r.s. ns ns ns i > o05 ;
Gross Motor Observa- - | 5 | ,
tions r.s. ns e «005 ns > «005 |
Auditory Discrime. res. | >.05 ns ns ns |
Behavior Rnting. TeSe ns ! ns ns ns
Counting ns l na >e02 ns

*If the Chi Square test is significant, the F Prime test is used.
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Table D=1,

Significant Posttest Differences between the
Total Experimental and Total Control Groups by Sex

- Duncan Hean
Variable Groups Test t-Test | Larger | Smaller
BOYS

ITPA L.Q. E>C »e001 | >.01 |122,55 | 111.37
Beery VMI E>C | »05 | ».05 | 8.68 | 7.8
ITPA ) E>C » 205 >.02 .91 12.9L
ITPA S E>C ».005 | >.C1 17.6k 1h.2h
ITPA 7 E>C »e05 >,02 12,91 11.52
Gross Motor Observations E>C 4005 | =.01 17.8k 1k.66
Behavior Rating E>C > «05 >e05 17.06 15.84

IRLS

ITPA L.Q.

PPVT I.Q.

Beery

ITPA 2

ITPA S

Gross Motor Observations

[co I <> B o I < N o B <]

aQ O O o & QA

> 001
>.C5
>.01
>+C05
> 4005
>.001

>o01
> .05
> .01
>e01
>0l
>.C1

123439
11k, 30
9.17
12,34
18,43
19.93

111,15
109.28
8.01
10.6€5
15.23
17.17




Table D-2. Significant Posttest Minus Pretest Differences
between the Total Experimerntal and Totsl Control Groups by Sex

: - Duncan Heun
Variable Groups Test t-Test | Larger | Smaller
BOYS
Age C>E > ¢05 >¢05 9.28 : 9,00
ITPA L.G. E>C > «C05 201 11.91 1.62
ITPA L4 E>C > «05 >e05 he22 1.86
ITPA S E>C | ».005 | >.00 6497 3.83
ITPA 7 E>C > o05 > +05 3.62 232
Gross Motor Observations ; E>C > «C05 L >0 6.75 3.26
GIRLS
ITPA L.G. E>C > o001 >‘.01 12,54 -1.25
PPVT I.Q. E>C >¢005 | >o01 8,10 2.1h
Beery VMI E>C > oC1 >o01 3.3k 2.36
ITPA 3 E>C >,001 | >.01 Le21 2,3
ITPA 4 E>C >¢05 > 05 keS8 2.55
ITPA § E>C > +05 >e(2 6.86 Lel2
ITPA 9 E>C >e05 | >e05 | Le28 2,53
Gross Motor Observations E>C >e005 | 5,01 : 6.3& 3.07
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Table E-=1, Chi-Square, Univariate F, and
Univarisete F Prime Tests of Pretest Differences
for the Experimental and Control Subgroups by Sex

“ ﬁ;‘ ) n(“- :
4

&

Nl aa

| BOYS GIRLS

. ot Univariate* Tatveriate

l Variable Square F F! F F!

l Age ns ns . ns

ITPA L.G > 401 | >.005 | > 4005

l PPVT I.C. ns ns > 01 > o025

‘; | Beery VMI re.s. ns > +005 ’ ns > o005

l ITPA 1 r.s. > 401 > 4005 ns ns

j | ITPA 2 rese ns > o025 >+05 > 005

f ITPA 3 res. ns >4005 ns > 4005

? ITPA L re.s. ns ns ns >e05 |

! ITPA § res. > 4001 54005 | ns > 4005

ITPA 6 res. ns > ¢005 ns > ¢ 005

- ITPA 7 rese. ns ns i > «05 ‘ > 4005

'} i ITPA 8 r.s. > o01 rs ns > 4005

ITPA 9 res. ns > 601 ns > ¢005

érosa Motor Observa-

vions res. ns > o005 ns > »005

‘ Auditory Discrim. res. > o001 ns > oC01 | ns

I Behavior Rating res. ns >+025 ns ns :

| Counting > o001 . ns > o001 ; ns
B

¥If the Chi Square test is significant, the F Prime Test is used.
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Table E-2,

Chi-Square, Univariate F, and

Univariste F Prime Tests of Posttest Differences
for the Experimental and Control Subgroups by Sex

L B 0YSs GIRLS
| ot Univar:lato* ot Upivariato*
Variable Square F F! Square F F!
Age 'na_ ns nﬁ ns
ITPA L.Q. ‘ns > ,005 ns > 005
- PPVT L.G. ns | >.01 ns > +005
Bgory VM r.s. ns % > 005 | ns > o 0.
I'I;PA 1 r.s. ns | > 05 ns > 05
ITPA 2 r.s. ns ; ns ns > 405
ITPA 3‘ TeSe | ns > o0l ns >oC1
ITPA ks r.s. ns t ns ns > 005
ITPA 5 r.s. ns i > o005 ns > o005
ITPA 6 r.s. ns | > 005 ns | ».005
ITPA 7 re.s. ns ! > 025 ns 5 > o085
ITPA 8 r.s. ns ! ns > 4001 > o005
ITPA 9 r.vs. ns ns $.02 > 4005
Gross Motor Observa- |
tions r.s. ns > 4005 >.01 > o005
Audit. Discrim, r.s. ns » o005 > o02 ns
Behavior Rating rese. ol >0025 [ >.01 ns
Counting > «01 >¢05 >o001 | ns .

*If the Chi Square test is significant, the F Prime Test is used.
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Table E=3.

Chi Square, Univariate F, and

Univariate F Prime Tests of Posttest Minus Pretest Uifferences

for the Experimental and Contrcl Subgroups by Sex

BOYS GIRLS
ond Univ_arriato ohi Univaxjiate
_Variable Square L) pr¥ Square F p¥
Age - >e05 ns nay . s
ITPA L.Q. ns > +005 ns > 4005
PPVT I.Q. ns ns ns ; ns
Beery VMI r.s. ns > 405 na ns
ITPA 1 res. >¢05 ns ns ns
ITPA 2 r.s. ns ns ns ns
ITPA 3 res. ns ns ns > ¢005
ITPA L res. ns ns ns ns
ITPA 5 reS. ns > o025 ns > 05 |
ITPA 6 rese ns ns ns ns
- ITPA 7 rese ns ns | ns ns
~ ITPA 8 r.s. >401 | ne »401 f ns
ITPA 9 r.s. ns ns | ns > .025 ,
Gross Motor Observa- 4 :
tions res. n3 > 05 | ns > ¢005 !
Auditory Discrime. re.se. >o,001 ns > 901 } ns
Behavier Rating res. ns ns | ns ns
Counting - >.001 : ns > o001 ns
s.

*If the Chi Square .test is significant, the F Prime test is used,
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Table F-1.

Signiﬁ.co.nt Pretest mfferences

for Boys among Experimental and Control Subgroups

Mean -
: » Duncan | :
Variable Groups Test t-Test | Larger |Smaller
ITPA L.Q. ; b . | |
m > 005 ke 005 112 066 X 93038
4 > CL > «005 >,01 111.80 | 93.38
EI ? (H > 005 > .01 1 129.88 } ‘ 108.62
EI > CV > ¢05 > 602 {129.38 110,16
EI > CL > 001 >e01 {129.88 93.38
EI > O | »405 | ».0L {129,88 108,88
CI> B | »,05 | ».05 |128.57 | 108,60
CI > EA | »¢005 | ».01 128,57 . 89.66
CI > EV > 05 >¢05 ;128 57 | 112.66
CI > EL >001 >601 128,57 L 9241
c R
EW > EA 7.05 >.01 ‘111.80 89.66
B4 > EL >.OS >0l {111080 92.111
EI > Ev >b05 . >.05 129.88 112.66
El -~ EL >e001 ! >,01 129088 i 9201,4
EI > BN > 401 *»01 129.88 % 111@80
* T
Beery WMI r.s. b -
| EL > M > »05 >0l . .hh L4.87
"EI > CV > o0L >0l | 7.4h 3.83
EI > OF | 05 | >s01 | Toik | L.88
CI > M >o01 >¢01 i 7400 3080
cI > EV > 05 >401 7.00 Lhe16
CI » BW »05 »02 4 7,00 | 5,33
: { - i
y !
Cc Lo . §
ET > -E.a >005 >o°1 '; 7ohh ; h016
EI > W >.QS >e02 | TJuh ! 5.33
ITPA 1 r.s. b { f |
EW > CA >005 >002 f 17.&6 6.00
CI > EA > .OS >o°1. ; 18057 J. 10066

r.s. indlcates ray score.

8Matched experimental and control groups with similar program need.

°Umnatched experimental groups.

- 58 -
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Table F=1. (continued)
. Duncan
Variable Groups Test t-Test | Larger
ITPA 2 ToSe' b
. Cl » W >e01 >e01 12.50
CI > EL > 005 g >e01 12 .SO
CI > BW | »05 | 01 | 12.50
|
ITPA 3 TeSe . a i
m L4 005 : » 002 12000
b :
EV > CL 001 | 2,01 13.83
W > CL . >e01 i >o01 12033
EI > CL > 0005 ' >e0l 13,77
CI > EM > 001 ! 01 1601h
CI > EA | 2 0005 § > @01 1601,4
CI > EL ; > 005 i > 401 16011].
CI »BEd | >0l | >0 1641l
c .
EI > FA > 05 >+01 13.77
ITPA S T'eSe b
Ea > CL > oOS > 005 12.156
EI - M >¢05 > 02 14622
EI » CL > .005 >0l 1!1.022
EI » CW >005 >005 1h022
CI > FA > 001 > .02 16.00
CI > EL > 0001 ? .01 16.00
CI - BN >e01 >e01 16090

- o e o e S @ S @& W W - = W ® &M - » e EB ER P @ S @ @ G G W ) E» S B W B -

res. indicates raw score.
8Matched experimental and control groups with similar program need.
PUnmatched experimental and control groups.

CUnmatched experimental groups.
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Table F-l. (continued)
Duncan Mean
Variable Groups Test t-Test |Larger |Smaller
ITPA 6 ross b -
EI » CL ’0005 >,01 15.90 9069
EI > CW >.05 >,01 - 15,00 10,33
CI > EM 7001 >002 1’4.61‘ 8.80
CI > EL >,005 >o01 1h.5L 8.00
CI > EW >005 >001 1ho6h . 11.06
. .
EIl > ™M ’005 >,01 15.“) 8.80
EI > EL >0005 >001 15.% 8.00
EI > EW >.05 >001 15.00 11.06
ITPA 9 res. b '
ET > ai >005. >.OS 9.88 5.66
EI > CL > 4005 >e01 9,88 .00
BN > CL >.05 >e01 8.33 5.00
¢
EI > EL > .05 >0l 9.38 6,00
Gross Motor b
Observations r.s. EV > CM >.05 >0l 12,16 3.75
EL > CM >005 >e01 100h2 3075
B > oM 005 | »¢01 12,26 3.75
EI > CM >001 >001 13.?2 3075
CL > EM >001 7’.01 13.&6 3.60
W > M »¢05 > o01 11,11 3.60
CI >v EM >0005 >901 13.78 3.60
. | .
ﬁa > EM ’005 >001 12.16 3.60 '
EW > EM > 01 >001 12.26 3.60
EI > EM > .08 0 13,22 3.0
Behavior Rating r.s. b '
EI > CW > 005 >e01 17.44 11,55
CI > M > N5 >o02 156,85 12,70
c
EI > EM > o065 > 02 17.4h 12,00

*r.s. indicates raw score.

®Unmatched experimental groups.
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Table F-2. Significant Pretest Differences
for Girls among Experimental and Control Subgroups

Mean
Duncan
Variable Groups Test t-Test | Larger |Smaller
ITPA L.Q. b ’
W@ | 505 | »02 [109.88 | 93.14
EI - M >e001 >e01 127.57 101.37
EI » CV > ¢005 >e01 127.57 103.80
EI > CL > 001 2601 | 127657 93,1k
EI > CR >0005 >001 127057 99066
EI > CW >¢005 >0l 127,57 | 110,07
W > EL >.05 >e01 t 110607 ; 95.83
CI> ™M >o001 44) 126.28 98.25
CI > EV »e001 >e01 126028 : 101,00
cI » EL 56001 | »¢01 [126,28 | 95,83
CI > EW 20005 | >401 126428 . 109,88
— {
EI > ™M > o001 >e01 127057 ; 98025
EI > EV >0005 i >o01 127057 { 101000
EI > EL >3001 ' >001 127057 l 95083
EI » EW >e005 | 2601 127.57 | 109.88
; |
PPVT 1.Q. b | i
EW » CL >005 i 7.05 107622 ' 90,00
EI > CL ’0005 f >¢01 i113071 90,00
Cd > EL >005 2 > 01 107015 92016
CI > EM >005 i > o0l 11’.3.68 : 101.87
CI > EL #2005 | >601 114468 ; 92,16
c ; i ‘ '
EI » EL >01 >e01 :113.71 :l ' 92016
| |
* , : |
Beery VMI r.s. b | : 5
. m >005 > 02 ,3 60 77 i h037
Bi > CV >¢05 >0l 6677 | 3e40
EI > CM >e05 > oL 6692 |  La37
EI > CV >e01 >o01 - 6692 ! 3610
EI > CR >e05 > 05 | 6692 3466

*rese indicates raw score.

8Matched experimental and control groups with similar program need,

 bUnmatched experimental and control groups,

CUnmatchcd experimental groupse
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| Table F-2, (ocontinued)
' ‘ Duancan Yean
Variable Groups Test t-Test | Larger |Smaller
l Beery WMI r.s.” (cont'd. )A 'b§cont'd)
» > .OS > .05 6092 5.07
CI > &M > 01 >e01 ‘ 702h h062
l cI > Ev >.OOS >o°1 i 702’4 1 3080
CI > EL : >.05 »,02 ‘ Te2h | 500
| AR P
. W - ' 005 >005 i 607? 3080
EIl - M >.05 > 4,02 6.92 15.62
l EI > EV ! ’005 >002 6.92 3.80
f
| !
ITPA 2 r.s. b | |
l ET> 67 | ».05 | »e01 | 10,28 | 5,00
: CI > EL >.OS >0l N 9076 5.53
l ! EI > EL > 005 >201 10028 5083
l | ITPA 3 r.s. b
‘ ET > CM 7005 >601 ; 16.85 12950
| “T>CL | ».005 | .01 | 16.85 | 10,28
l ' EI > CW | >e05 >0l | 16485 | 13,00
| CI » EM > o008 %01 15,56 10,00
! CI > EV | d .OS > 001 15.56 10.60
' : CI > EL >0l >e01 15056 10,00
, : i n
, | ET>EN | >.001 | ».01 16,85 | 10,00
I EI > EV ‘ > 01 >0l 16085 10060
' EI > EL | > ,005 >e01 16.985 10,20
{ EI > ER | ».05 > 01 16.85 10,00
| ITPA L r.s. b |
: CT > EM i > 0L 201 1302’.] 8050
CI » EL > o05 » 01 13.24 8.16
]‘ -------------------------------------
|
- *p.s. indicates raw score. |
I o Matched experimental and control groups with similar program need.
| bUnmatched experimental and control groups.
l CUnmatched experimental groups.
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Table F-2. (continued)
T M
Duncan | -
Variadble Groups | Test t-Test | Larger |Smaller
ITPA S rese’ b
m ).05 ’002 lh.hi’ 9037
El » CV >.05 » 01 1h.h2 8.80
EI » CL >.005 >0 1hoh2 7071
CI » ™ »e09 »C1 13.20 9.37
CI > EL >.OS ».C1 13020 8016
C
.2 g »+05 >401 1h.L2 9437
EI > EL >,01 >C1 1’40'&2 8016
ITPA 6 r.s. b
u » m >.OS 9.05 13035 9062
EI » CV ’001 >001 13035 6080
CI - ™M »601 >0l 1he36 9.50
CI » EV ’oos »e (2 1!1036 10,00
e .
- ™ .05 >.,05 13,35 9.50
ITPA | res. b
Ei » 04 ’0005 >001 12.28 7012
EI » CV » 05 >eCl 12,28 7.80
EI > CL 70&5 >e(1 12028 7.00
EI > CR >.C‘5 >Cl 12028 6066
El » Od >.005 "001 12.28 8.38 :
CW > EL >.,05 >.01 8.38 L.50
CI > M .05 »>oC1 11.12 7.62
CI » EV ’005 ’005 11,12 7.60
CI » EL o001 >eCl 11,12 h.50
C
BB »005 | >.01 10.55 )
EI » I ».005 »>eCl 12,28 7.62
EI > BV >.05 »e02 12028 7060
EI > EL >.001 >.C1 12,28 4.S0
...... - e o e ©® & ® ® & o O ® ® ® ® ® ® ® & ® ®" ® > ® ® =& L - o o o

*r.s. indicates raw score.

@Matched oxper:lmexital and control groups with similar program need.
bl!nmatched experimental and control groups.

SUnmatched experimental groups.
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Table F-2. (ocontinued)

Variable
ITPA 8 raia.

ITPA 9 re.s.

Gross Motor Observa-
tions r.s.

*res. indicates raw score.

8Matched experimental and control groups with similar program need.

3,

asaRenR
B9E29a

o .

RERIBAENERHAET
RERRNLINRY

bUnmatched experimental and control groups.

" CUnmatched experimental groups.

- 6l =
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22.85
22.85
22.85
22,89
21.L8
21.48
21.L8

22,85
22,85
22,85
22,85

7.66
10,85
10.85
10,16
10,16
10,16

10.85
10,85
10.85
10.85

13.L0
11,33
15,00
15.55
17.C7
12,80
1Ll.85
12,66
16,76
15.96

o o o o o

15.62
10.85

6.66
15.53
12.75
13.L0
11.€0

12,75 |
13.L0 ’
11,50 |
17.22

3475
375
5.00
5012
5.80
6.16

. e




Teble P=2, (continued)

Mean
Duncan P—— ey
Variadble ' L Groups Test t-Test | Larger !Smaller
Cross Motor Opeorvap e
tions r.s. N> M » .05 »o01 13.L0 Le75
(continued) EL > EM »6(5 »eCS 11.33 Le75
W > )| >o°°1 >eCl 15055 ho?.’
EI » EM >.C‘01 "001 1?e°7 h.75
EI > EL >¢05 >oC5 17.07 11.33
i
;
1 k,
g i *r.s. indicates raw score.
l . - ‘Hatched experimental and control groups with similar program need.
bU’nmat.ched experimental and control groups.

= - ®Unmatched experimental groups.

-65-




Table F-3. Significant Posttest Differences

for Boys among Experimental and Control Subgroups
Variable B OGroups Test t-Test | Larger | Smaller
ITPA L.G. a
m » QOS » 402 122 .85 102 oh6
EI > CI »>+05 »>e02 [133.88 | 120.1k
b
» > .OS > .OS 123000 1029,46
EW > CL » 001 kd 001 1180 20 102 oh6
EI > CM > 0005 >e01 133088 i 108025
EI > CV >05 | >0 133,88 110,16
EI > CL | >e001 | >.01 [133.88 | 102,46
EI > CW >0 | >,01 133,88 ; 112,11
c ; : :
ET > EW >.05 ; >oCl 133088 118020
t
PPVT IL.G. b ; i :
ET > CM ’001 >oos ; 121088 105037
EI > CL >e 005 >o01 i121.88 105,07
Beery VMI res.” a : |
EM > CM >.05 >.02 i 8.’40 } 5000
, i !
b |
ia > a >005 >.05 7083 5.00
EL > 04 >005 >.01 8.00 5.00
m g m >.OO]. >.01 8.80 S.OO
EI - M >.001 "001 9066 SQOO
EI » Cv > .05 ’.02 9.66 7.16
EI > W >.OS ’ ’001 9066 7033
ITPA 1 r.s. b
: Cl > m > .05 002 25035 18060
ITPA 3 r.s. b
W > CL > 05 >4 02 17.13 1L.23
EI » 04 )ocs ’001 18055 1’4025
EI » CL >e01 I »01 18,55 1k.23
.......... - o o ®© & o ® ®o o o o o o - o w e oo ohooea
*r.8. indicates raw score.

&Matched experimental and control groups with similar program need.
DUnmatched experimental and control groups. -
CUnmatched experimentsl groups.
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*r.s. indicates raw score.

b ® & o o

Teble F-3. (continued)
Duncan ___?T'f__
Variable | Groups Test t-Test |Larger ; Smaller
ITPA S Tt T a T
u,a >+05 >¢05 1642 : 11.69
!
f
b | :
|/ Wy A »05 >4 02 20,00 : 11.69
EV » CL > QGS >e0L _ 18. 33 ; 11069
Bl > CL > .05 >oC1 : 17026 ' 11069
EI > M | 505 | »CL | 20,0 i 12,75
EI . CV >005 ’.05 20.00 ! 12050
) EI »CL | >.005 | .01 | 20,00 | 11.69
EI > W 7005 ’.C’S 20.00 j ]Jlo“
ITPA 6 r.s. a . i
EI » CI >.C‘5 » ’.05 18.88 t 15.28
b ,
Ei > CM 7005 ’001 ) 18088 13050
EI > CV >005 "001 18.88 13.16
EI > CL ’oml ’001 18068 11-007
1
Cc
B, & >¢05 >+05 18.88 13.60
EI > EV > .Os > 001 i 18.88 ! 1’4.50
EI > EL >¢05 5601 & 18,88 | 13.14
EI > W >0C05 >401 § 18,88 13.00
ITPA 7 TeB8e =. b : :
) 4 | >405 »e0l i 13,16 9.12
EL > CM >.05 ’001 12057 9012
N > CM >.(.‘05 > 001 130,40 9012
B4 > CL >o01 >, 02 130,-30 10015
EI » CM >.05 »oCl 13,00 9.12
Oréaa Motor Observa- a ‘ .
‘ tions r.s. ﬁ > aw >005 >0l 18.33 12,11 .

8Matched experimentsl and sontrol groups with similar program need. |
bUnmatched experimental and control groups.

‘Clnmatched experimental groups.
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Table F-3. (continued)
Variable Groups Test t-Test | Larger | Smaller
Oross Motor Opserva- b | ~
ions 1.8, EU > m 601 > 402 18050 8062
continued) EL > CM 5,005 | >.,01 19.42 8.62
EL i CW >.OS > (2 190’42 12.11
B> CM >,C01 >eC1 18033 8.62
EI > CM >6005 | >,01 17477 8.62
EL O | »05 | ».02 | 17.77 | 12.11
!
Auvditory Discrim. r.s. b :
CL > EA >.Cl > 02 11.53 10,00
cWw > M >005 - o2 11.77 10.60
CW > EA >,01 >oQ1 11.77 " 10,C0
CI - EM >OOS >005 11057 10060
CI > EA >e01 >o(Q1 11057 10.C0
[+
EL > M >e05 >¢05 11.71 10,60 -
EL > EA >005 > o01 11.71 10,00
KN > EM >.OS >e(1 11.73 10.60
W > EA >.005 »o01 11073 10,00
EIl » &M >¢05 » (02 11,77 10,60
EI > EA >0l - >o01 11.77 10,00

Behavior Rating res.
Counting

No group examined showed significant differences
No group examined showed significant differences

reSe indicates raw score.

SMatched experimental and control groups with similar program need.
bUnmatched experimental and control groups.

CUnmatched experimental groups.
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Table F-l.
for Girls aniong Experimental ungjgontrol Sgggroups

Significant Posttest Differences

PR

Mean
Duncan e
~ Variable Groups Test {t-Test |Larger |Smaller
<TPA LQQQ a
EI > 3: ’.Os ’.05 13ho92 12&032
b
m > 005-‘v »o01 . 118000 950'30
EL > cv ’005 e 120.00 950’40
M > M > 05 2¢05 122,11 100.75
BN > CV >605 >o01  1122,11 95.140
Bd > CL >05 %05  1122,11 | 103.1k
EI > CM > o001 5601 |134.92 | 100,75
EI > CA » 005 >0l 134,92 8L.CO
EI > CV >,001 | >.01 134.92 95,40
EI > CL >e 001 01 {13h.92 | 103.1L
EI >R >¢05 >eCl 134,92 111.%3
EI > OW >,001 >01 13’&092 106076
c
EI > EM >o°5 7.01 13'4.92 118000 ‘
EI > EV | >.01 >0l  {13k.92 | 107.50
Peabody I.Q. b
ﬁ > CL >QOS >005 113050 | 93071
m > CL >005 >002 113.66 93071
EI > CM >e05 >0l 119.71 106,25
EI > CV > ¢05 >e01 119,71 103,90
EI > CL >,001 >e01 119071 93071
EI > O4 .05 602 119.71 107.53
3* ’ o
Beery VMI ro.s. a : :
W > CW > o085 . >e01 10.11 7.51
b ; -
ﬁ > CM >.005 >.01 5 10,11 6025
EW > GV ’.05 ' >l i 10611 6080
BN > CL >405 605 i 10,11 Toh2 |
EI > CM > o001 >601 ' 10,28 625
EI > cVv : ’001 >901 i 10028 i 6080

*r.s. indicates raw score.

‘Hatched'experimontal and control groups with similar program need.
bUnmatched experimental and control groups.

SUnmatched experimental groups.
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_ Table P=li. (continued)

Duncan | mer Mean
| Variable Groups Test t-Test |Larger |Smaller
Beery wI r.s. b(cont'4d.
(continued) *T > CL >o01 >e01 10,28 T.42
EI > CR > 405 >602 10.28 7633
EI > CW >o°°5 >o01 10.28 7061
CI » ER . ’oos » 02 9036 6.00
o .
EI > EM "005' >0 10.28 8025
EI > EV >.05 >Nl 10028 7060 ;
EI > ER >.05 >e01 10028 6,90 i‘
ITPA 1 r.s. b :

b - ITPA 2 rese b

o ITPA 3 rese b
| BH-m | > =01 | 19.35

*rese indicates raw score.
8Matched experimental and control groups with similar program neod.
bUnmatched experimental and control groups.

Clnmatched experimental groups.
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Table F-i. (continued)
Duncan Mean
Variable Groups | Test t-Test | Larger | Smaller
ITPA b ros.” b |
o EA > OW >¢05 > 02 21,00 13,92
EA » CI >oos 7005 21000 15052
EW > CV >.05 002 1’1.88 9080
EI » CA >o°5 ’005 15.35 8000
EI > CV 7009 .02 15.35 9.80
CI »EV | 405 | >402 | 15,52 | 11,00
ITPA 5 r.s.
| EW > CW 80 >s01 214 13.92
b .
EL - M ’.05 >.05 19,90 12,990
EW > CM > o005 >401 2144 12,00
EN > CL >e01 >.01 1.4l 12,1k
El > ™M .05 >001 ' 18.71 12.00 :
EI > CV 005 >001 18.71 11.!‘0 »
EI > CL >¢05 >e01 18,71 12,14
EI > O | >05 | >,01 | 18,71 | 13.92
ITPA 6 r.s. b ,
m > m >005 >.01 ].1&.38 9.37
EI - M >.OOS' >e01 15078 9.37
EI > CR > ¢05 >¢01 15,78 9.33
EI > CW >¢05 >¢05 15,78 | 12,53
ITPA T res. b :
ET > oM 05 | »0L | 15,07 | 1d%%0
EI > CV >o°,5 >.05 15007 - 100&0
EI > CL >.05 >001 15007 ‘ 9071
EI > W 7.005 >001 15007 10015
e 5 .
El > EM >e05 >0l 15,07 10.37
EI > EL >.01 >e01 15.07 9.16

*f.s. indicates raw score.

aMatched experimental and control groups with similar program need.
SUnmatched experimental and control groups. |
SUnmatched experimental groups. ' :
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Table F-l. (continued)

—" ST -Iw«- e :ara«ﬂ«vﬁuw:w AR A G 5 S oy -

‘ Duncan Mean '
Variable Groups Test - |t-Test |Larger |Smaller
ITPA 8 r.s.” b
EI » m > .005 01 26078 19025
EI » CV k > 001 ’002 26078 18020
. EI > CL >.005 >e01 26078 17057
EI > m >005 » 002 26078 17.00
EI > CW >¢001 ~e01 26.78 19030
CI > M ’005 -?'001 2’.[ 68 19075
I»>EL > ¢05 >¢05 2k, 68 20,00
e . .
EI » E . > .005 >¢01 26078 : 19075
'EI > EV > o005 >o01 26,78 16.80
EI > EL >o°5 > .05 26.78 20,00
ITPA 9 res. b
-E-I_ > m > 005 ) >o01 13. 35 9,12
EI > CA >.005 1 330) 1 13035 ’4.00
El » Cv ,.OS > 001 13035 8060
EI ~ EM > .OS >o01 13, 35 9087
Gross Motor Observa- a - | o
tiona TeSe MM > 005 >e01 1‘\7075 ' 11087
b
EV > CM >401 - >e01 19,40 11.87
EL > CM ".001 >e01 19016 11057
B> | >,005 >e01 15.33 11.87
EI - M > .001 ?.01 21092 11087
EI » CA > 005 » o001l 21,92 ' 15000
-~ EI > CV > o0 >e01 21092 15060
EI > CL > 0005 » 0Ol 21092 15028
EI > W > .05 : > 002 21092 17092
c g :
Bl > ™M > 05 01 21.92 | .17.75

| HreSe indicates raw score.

aMat.ched experimental and control groups with similar program need,

QUnmatched experimental groups.

bUnmatched experimental and control groups.



Table ¥F-5,

Si@if:lcant Posttest Minus Pretest Differences

for Boys among Experimental and Control Subgroups

b N indicatee raw score.

Mean
Duncan
- Variable Croups Test t-Tost | Larger | Smaller
ITPA L.Q. a ' :
B> | >.05 | >,02 30,71 9,07
b .
EA > CI >e005 | >.01 29433 -8.42
BV > CI >o°5 _>.05 10,33 °8.h2
EL > M >+005 > oCl 30.71 =0,37
EL >CV | >,01 > 401 30.71 0.C0
EL > CW >0l >o01 30071 3022
EL > CI > o001 > oCl 30071 "80’42
Bl > CI > 05 >o01 6.40 8,142
.c
> EW >¢05 > 01 29,33 6.0
EA > EI >.05 >.01 29.33 h.OO
EL >. EH 7.05 >0OS 300?1 7080
EL > W > «005 >o01 30.71 6.1:0
. EL > EI >o01 >e01 30,71 ,4000
. 2 | .
: Beery VMI r.s. b
' EV> M > .05 >,01 3066 0.12
EN > CM >.005 >0l 3.!16 0,12
ITPA S TeSe a : .
| EL » CL > +05 > 401 10,1l ko6
b o
EA > CL .05 >e01 13,00 hohb
EA > CI >¢0l | >601 13,00 1.71
EL > CV > .05 >001 1001,.1 : 2083 .
EL > CI > 005 >0l 10:1h 1l.71
EW > CI > 05 > o02 6.53 1.71

Syatched experimenta... and control groups w:[t.h similar program need.
bUnmatched experimental and control groups.
CUnmatched experimental groups,
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Table F-5 continued.

1 Mean
Duncan
Variable Groups ‘P Test t=Test | Larger |Smaller
GCross Motor Obmerva- a
tions r.l.h’ m >.05 >o°§ 9.00 2069
BN > CNWN . >.OS >.05 6006 1.00
b
m >o°5 >QQS 100'.[0 . 2.69
M > CW >¢05 > (2 IO.hO 1,00
EM > CI >o°5 >002 10.!10 301h
EL > CW >¢05 >0 9,00 | 1,00
EL > CI >e05 >e01 - 9.00 3.1k

*r.a. indicates raw score,

. %atched experimental and control groups with similar program need,

DUnmatched experimentsl and control groups.

~ CUnmatched -oxperiiental groups.
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Table F=6, Significant Posttest Minus Pretest Differences
" for Girls among Experimental and Control Subgroups

| Duncan Mean
Variable Groups Test t-Test | Larger | Smaller
ITPA L.Q. | a
M- | ».05 ! >.01 19.75 =0,62
EWN > CW > .C‘S > 005 12,22 -3030
b .
ﬁ > CW > 001 > 001 19075 -30 30
M > CI > .005 >0l . 19075 ; -1 096
EL > M >o°5 >001 211016 H "'0.62
EL > CW >.005 7001 2,4016 -3.30
EL > CI »,005 >o01 2L.16 . <1.96
BAd > CV >o°5 > 005 12,22 : .80'-‘0
Ed > CI >.OS > o02 - 12622 : -1096
EI > CA 7.05 > 001 7035 ! -2025
e i
BL-ET | ».05 | >.05 | 2416  7.35
I i
ITPA 3 roao* a ‘
M > M ? .05 >eCl 5075 2012 ;
EL > CL | >.05 >.02 7050 : 3.28 :
b | l
ﬁ > ﬁ >.01 >o01 5075 i 2012
EL > CM > o0l >o¢Cl 7.50 2,12
EL b4 m 7.05 >.Ol 7050 ' 3.23
EL > CI >.,001 >oC1 750 212
Cc
m > EI >o°5 >0 ) 5075 2050
EL > BW >005 >005 7050 : 3055
EL > EI >0005 > 01 7050 2050
ITPA S TeSe a
| > | >.01 >+01 10,66 2,46
................................ IR

*p.s. indicates raw score.

8Matched experimental and control groups with similar program need.
bUnmatched experimental and control groups. |

CUnmatched experimental groups.

- 75 -




Table F=6 continued.
ﬁuncan Mean
Variadle Oroups Test t-Test | Larger | Smaller
ITPA S r.s.”(cont'd.) b
' E > m > .05 ->.05 10.83 2062
!L > CW > .05 >o°1 ] 10083 20&6
B> MM 2 .OS >.05 10066 2.62
B > CV 7005 >oos 10066 2.60
B -CI | ».05 | .05 | 10,66 5.88
)
B> | >.05 | >.01 10,66 L.28
ITPA 9 r.s. b
: E e m ’005 > 02 7.00 2007
BN > CA >o°5 >0l 3.77 -5.50
EI > CA > o095 >0l 2.50 «5.50
Gross Motor Observa- a
tions r.s. - oM >+0S >+02 13.C0 6.50
b .
EM > aa >.01 >0l 13.00 2.80
EM>C > ¢05 > «02 13.00 he33
EM-~-CW > 001 > D1 13.00 1015
EM > CI >.001 ? 001 13.00 3.56
EL > ON » 05 > .02 7.83 1,15
c
B > B » «005 >0l 13.90 3.77
EM > EI >.OOS 7001 13000 hoas

*res. indicates rav SCore. |
~ Matched experimental and control groups with similar program need.
~ bynmatched experimental and control groups.

SUnmatched experimental groups.
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Table G-1. Pretest mean Scores for Expsrimental and
Control Groups, Prekindergarten Experiment, Second Year
BOYS GIRLS
Variable E Cn Co Cn Co
Age 52,9 53.8 53.2 53.8 53.6
ITPA L.Q. 109.1 | 106.2 | 102.L 106.7 ! 108.5
PPVT 1.Q. 108.8 | 106.9 | 107.7 104.2 | 103.L
‘ Beery VMI Se3 | 5.8 540 8.0 6.0
. ITPA 1 18.3 17.h 15.0 17.8 17.9
‘ ITPA 2 9.1 945 8.3 8.6 9.6
' ITPA 3 | 121 | 129 | 11.7 L 12,7 | 1340
l | ITPA L 10,7 el 9.5 11.2 10.7
| l ITPA 5 11.8 9.6 10.3 L 12,1 11,2
' 1reA 6 | 1.0 | 1009 | 104 L10.5 | 110
| | ITPA 7 8.8 8.8 9,1 8.5 8.5
1 ITPA 8 1m0 | 171 | 15.2 17,2 | 169
E ) ITPA 9 T8 8.0 _7.3' ©8a 8.5
' Gross Motor j | .
: Observations 1.7 |- 11,3 10.5 1 1349 1h.¢
m Auditory Discrimination| 10,7 11.1 10.7 ‘L 11.0 11.1
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Table G-2, Posttest Mean Scores for Experimental and

Control Groups, Prekindergarten Experiment, Second Year

BOYS GIRLS
Variable E Cn Co E Cn Co
Ags 6 | 72,8 | 7201 72,6 | T | T2.2
ITPA L.Ge 117.6 | nk.9 | 122.0 J 117.3 | 12.¢ | 113.1
PPVT 1.Q. 118,2 | 115.6 | 115.1 11é.1 110.L | 109.L
Beery VMI 10,8 11.1 10,8 11.3 1.0 | 10,9
ITPA 1 25,1 26,8 23.6 2642 25.L 23.9
ITPA 2 ‘> | 13.E 1h.0 13.2 12,8 13.9
ITPA 3 20,0 15.7 15.6 20,3 15,9 2040
ITPA L 16,0 | 15,7 | 16.1 17.1 | 17.2 1646
| ITPA S 19.6 | 19.5 | 18.2 20.3 | 18.k | 18.8
: ITPA 6 - 16.5 15.3 15.8 1L.6 1L.8 | 15.7
| ITPA 7 We2 | 137 | 131 [ 1.7 | ek | 133
5 ITPA 8 | 22,6 | 23.3 | 2.2 | 232 | 22.6 | 22.7
| ITPA 9 é 131 | 13.2 | 13.1 13,5 | 12,7 | 13.7
! Gross Motor |
Observations ; 20.3 18,8 18.3 213 | 21.C 21,0
Auditory Discriminationj 11.7 1.7 11.7 1.6 | 11.7 11,7
|
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Table G-3., Posttest Minus Pretest Mean Growth for
Experimental and Control Groups
Prekindergarten Experiment, Second Year

BOYS GIRLS
Variable | E Cn 3 Co E Cn Co

Age 18;7 18.7 18.8 16.9 18.0 | 185
ITPA L.Q. 9.1 8.6 946 9e3 640 50
PPVT I.Q. 10.1 847 763 Te3. 62 569
Beery VMI 5S¢k 5¢2 5¢7 5.5 L.8 L.8 |
ITPA 1 Tel %L 8.5 762 Te7 6.6 |
ITPA 2 5.3 | L2 | 5.7 3.0 | LeC ! he2
ITPA 3 8.0 | 68 | 7.8 § 79 | 71 | 6.8 |
1TPA L 5.8 | 6.2 | 6.6 6.0 | 6.0 I 6.0 i
ITPA S | 7.6 9.8 Te9 948 6.2 ; (7
ITPA 6 | S | Lk | 5a3 3.9 | bl | Lot

| ITPA 7 Sl Le€ | ke Se8 59 | b6

' ITPA 8 5.6 6ol 6eC 5e6 Seli | 6.C

i ITPA 9 | s.2 52 | 5.7 § 5.0 L6 | 53
T Qbservations 85 | 74 | 7.8 | 7.8 | 69 | ea
Auditory Discrimination| 1.0 0.6 1,0 0.7 | 0.6 ! 0.6

. !
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Table G=li. Mean Scores for Experimental and
Control Groups on the Metropolitan Readiness Tests,
Prekindergarten Experiment, Second Year

BOYS GTRLS

Variable E Cn Co Cn Co

Word Meaning 11.0 11.1 10.6 11,1 11,0
Listening 12.6 12,0 12,1 11,7 12,2
Matching | 10,1 1C.L 9.7 10,5 ‘1o.h
Alphabetation 12,1 12,6 10,9 12,8 12,2
Numbers | 15,0 1c.k Lok 1.9 14,8

! Copying 8.7 8.0 8.4 9.C 9.C
| Total 70,5 | 70,0 | 66.k 7.0 | 70,3
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